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PREFACE

-

In 1978, the Members of the 95th Congress. are faced with a

number of proposals that could alter significantly the federal

-, ~-role in postsecondary education. These proposals include modi-
- fications in student assistance programs and adoptiém of tuition
‘tax credits that would not only increase substantially the
amount of federal funding for postsecondary -education, but also

assistance to middle-income students and families. in. order
to reduce- the burden of college costs. This paper examines
current federal funding for ‘higher education and analyzes the
prof’qble— impact of the fvéri;dusx proposals under discussion within
the Congress.

Senate Budget Committee, the “Senate Finance Committee, -and the
‘Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education:.of the House Committee
\ on Education “and Labor:  1In accordance with. the Congressional
Budget Qffice’s -mandate to provide obfective and impartial

\ " This -report is provided in response t;grrgquesi;s,.froii; the

tions.. ’ .

SR : The report was prepared by: David Longanecker, with the
- - asgistance of Steven Chgdj.ma,_;gichagg' Wabnick, and Larry Wilson,
under the direction of-Robert D. Reischauer and David S. Mundel.

John Shiels developed the tax credit simulation model used in

preparing estimates for this papér. . Special' thanks go- to Martha

~ Anne McIntosh f§;'h§r clerical assistance throughout the prepara-
: “tlon of this; paper, and to Jill Buty, Janet Fain, Norma Leake,

and~Toni Wright. :The author also- wishes to thank-the many re=
viewers, particularly Alfred ¥itt,-Deborah.Kalcevic, and Cheryl

“Smith, ¥ho provided helpful guidance during the writing of this

-paper. The manugcript wds edited by Patricia He. Johnston.

=

- - ) ) ~ Alice M. Rivlin
’ . Director

L
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would broaden the focus of federal efforts to provide increased

analyses of -budget issues, the report contains no recommenda--
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This year may. bécome the. mgst important for —posté‘gcondari
education in the past décade.  'Not only are large ‘ncréases
in the level of federal funding being considered, but tHe diverse

Iy

proposals under- consideration ;-rjeflfec; ‘quite di’ff’gr.'nt:_ phil-
osophies of how -and; to whom federal-assistance should be pro-
vided. ‘Since the flai:g“l%ﬂs_, thé emphasis of the federal govern~
ment in postsecondary education has.been on the goal of. -enhancing
equality of educdtional opportunity, and s':gude,nt:s—'f:o'ni‘- low- and
moderate=irncome- families “have received substantial ipcreases’in °

aid. At ‘Present, /however, .2 mew focus.appears to. be evol-\!iiﬁg‘,

‘that -would increase assistance ito mir.ddl.ga-inc_oij\e —fgmilfi!es— (i:’oug‘hly—
$15,000-5$25;000 1n/ annual dncome) 1in ‘order to reduce the butden:
of college co"sg;s.7 In addition.to expansion of the -current direct
‘spending -programs, tax credits for educational ‘expenses- have ‘been-

N ]
4

h
. -

URRENT. POLTCY FOR POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

¥
l-"
£

: - ‘For figcal /year 1978, postsecondary educationa instititions -
and students will receive $9.9 billion in federal Is{xpp,ort: /through
divect apending programs and foregone tax revenfies. ‘Most "of
this, approximately 75 ‘percent, will go- into prggrams designed
primarily to enhance equality of -educational. :opportunity--
enabling students from low- and moderate-income familfies to-
attend postsecondary edticat:ibha—];— -institutions, jan opportunity .
that they would otherwise nnt have. . Another 15/percent -will be

- directed to. programs that primarily redyce- the burden of attend-
ing college for “students -who generally would be able to attend -

withoiat the assistance. About 10 percent of all federal funds
will go directly to institutions of higher eduéa!"g;d,on.—
The ef—']‘.ect of the federal programs. 1n/—ach1ev1ng these
_objectives has ‘been mixed. While- a great amount of effort ‘has
been -expended to -enhance -equality of educational opportunity, the
disadvantaged and poor are only slightly more likely to be in
-college today than they were tén years ago/and they are still
less than half as likely to atténd college As are children from
‘higher~income families./ There is no doubt, however, that federal
‘student assistance programs make it possib for many students-to
attend college and to select instftutions/that meet ‘their unique

¥




.needs whg otherwide woulg. have been unable to afford higher.

education. Institutional aid -has helped sustain -such institu-

tions as ptedominantly black colleges durirg financially -troubled

times, and has provided . an,effectivg incentive for other institu=-

gions to provide special secrvices for- disadvantaged students.
/.

- Different programﬁ benefif differént types of students. . -
Need-based,federal programs, -such. -ag Basic Educational Opportun-
ity :Grants (BEOG), Supplemental Educational Opportur’i.y Grants
(SBOG), and’State: Student Incentive OCrants: (SSIG), -assist pri-
‘mar{ly students from lowgr-income families. In fiscal year 1978,
94 percent .of BEOG and SE0G- funds will .be prorided :to students
Irom families vith incomes: under $15,d00. ‘Student loan: programc,
on thé fother’ hand, are moré available to middle-income students.

. Nearly/one-third of the loans provided through Guaranteed Student
* anns,(GSL) and. National Direct ‘Student Loans (NDSL) in fiscal
year 1978 will be borrowed by students'from families with incomes .
between $15, 000 -and. $25,000.. , Benefits from tax expenditures also
are spread throughout the population, -although relatively few. of
~these benefits helprlower-income families. ) Veterans benefits
and’social sedurity student beunefits, though ‘not based on ueed,
assist primarily. students ‘from lower-income families because- ‘of
'the econcmic.characteristics of the els gible populations. '
1 K3 -
ot ; . y / . .

J/

&

'THE SHIFTING FOCUS "OF THE FEDERAL ROLE--MAJOR PROPOSALS ‘FOR L
»FUNDING.POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION S

The- shift in emphasis toward students frdm middle-income -
families has- resulted from the ‘perception that these students are:
‘being: ‘squeezed out- of higher -ediucation opportunities because of
increaging -college costs and the-lack -of middle-income student
assistance. This. perception of increasing -burdens for middle-
income students 1s not-8upported by the data. Enrollment rates
among middle-income students decTinsd somewhat in. the- ‘m1d=1970s,
heightening concernd that these youth were “being: forced out of |
- higher- education ‘for financial reasons. ‘More receitly, however,

enrollment rates of these students have increased. Furthermore,
-although the -costs of college ‘have risen faster tham the cost .of - -
living, family incomes have continued to- rise even faster..- Stu-
dent costs: actually have declined: slightly as a portion oﬁ
family income. Appreciable increases in the level of federa
~-assistance .available to students from middle-income families have
also- occurred.v Nevertheless, the concern for ‘the plight of
middle-income families is great and has led” to a number of —
major proposals. ’

1
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© IWo. apprbaches-~altered direct student assistance p:ograms

7 directing increased. federal support to middle~income families in
»x ~an éffort to reduce the ‘burden: these families face in meeting.

-~ P

. rising college costs. .. ®
M N t ; . » " . -

- ‘Three: direct _assistance proposals~-~the +Administration’s,-
“ptoposal, $.°2539, aad H.R. 11274~%would extesd eligibility: for
e BEOG awards o’ students- from middle-income’ families and also-
T inczeasé: the proportion of families eligible for .gubsidized
(guaranteed) stident” loangs The. Admin stration”s proposal would

. "+ 8uarantée that students from families with' -incomes “below- $25,:000.
would: recélve.at. lefist a '$250 Basic Grant: The House, and® Seriate

. -
3

[
B
%

N >

provide middle-income students: .awards-that “decreused as ircomes.
- increase.- - Both the: Adminié€ration-and: House -proposals- increase
-the -awards: for students who :at'e—*iisitid?vg@dé@tﬁ-‘b‘a»?!:heir, parents
(who. gerierally have -lower incomés). All thfee .proposals would
incréase eligibility fer Guaranteed Loens; to ‘students from
fanilies with-incomes-Below £40,009 afd wculd:provide-incentives-
-to banks to increase participation 1n._the. -Guaranteed Loan pro~-
grams: -~ - : - & s Lo

Two- proposals would ‘provide ‘tax —érédi’tg._fq’f{ tg;ig.!:ipx)** and
fee expenses. The -tuition’tax *credit _PEoposal reported- out of
the Senate Finance: Committee (an amendment to. H.R. 3946) would:
begin: in 1978 by allowing refundable $250' maximim -credits for
undergraduate -college studentss By 1982-.the:program would

:'wexpand, to: provide up to-a $500. crédit~to all students in -elemen-

- tary; secondary, snd. postsecondiry edueation.. (An analysis; of.
credits for elementary and .secondary -education is not 1n¢ludeédVin
this faper.; Currently there is a -discrepency hetween -the b1l
-and: ¢he. committee report with. regpect to how ‘other student
‘assistance: -should. be considered*uin -determining eligibility for
the credit. The bill states that a1l student assistance must -
be. applied toward tuition and only the remainder. .of the ‘tuition
-co8ts- .cda: :be_ ‘claimed -as a credit.- The report states that other
-assistance could be applied to all educational cO8t8.

The tax credit bill of the House Ways and Means Committee
& Wwould allow student assistance to be--applied to all -educational

. -expenses, similar' to ‘the Senate Finance report 1gngi@§§g. Unlike
" the ‘Sepate ‘b1ll, however, the Ways and Means proposal is for a
nonréfundable postsecondary tuiticn tax credit.ionly, with a
considerably lower maximum credit limit ($100- in calendar year

1978, $150 4n 1979, and $250 in 1980).

: / = . xj’-‘ii ‘
;z * eS ; 7
:’ o o‘ ) ‘ 1 1

and tuition:tax credits=~are being -proposed- -as. mechanisfis for

Proposals would alter the BEQG grant -allocation -formula to: .
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION | - -

‘tion involves four' stepa. First, federal -goals must be identi-
£1ed. Second,,it'qm{:at:’bé determined to what extent each goal ‘has
been: achieved and to what extent each remains a problem. Third,

Eétabliéhing future federal policy in post;econdary 'é’at;ca-

‘choices must be made among competing goals, -determiring which '\ }
- ones will receive the highest priority for action. Fourth, ‘ A
selections must be made among the various techniques or mech- '
&3 canisms for: accomplishing the goals that are to receive federal -
Attention. =’ -0
-, y =, - -
" FEDERAL GOALS IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION ' ’ e

The role of the federal government in -postsecondary eri;:- :

) . cation-has never been clearly delineated by either “the leg-

. ® «1islative or executive branch of government. The. programs “hat- -

B ‘* . ‘have been enacted and their budgetary importance, -however, do
indicate ‘that federal policy has been focused primarily on
-achieving ‘t:h%ee goals: promoting equality of educational .
opportunity, reducing the burden ‘of college costs, and agsuring a

7 strong system-of higher education. ’
|
:

L)

1
.

) 'Pfombtg':@g"g. ‘@za].ity— of ‘Educational 0pport:unit;’y* i = 5

the federal government, reflecting a ‘commitment’ to assure all

<" Equality of éeducational opportunity is a major goal of l

. Americans access to higher education. By helping,to remove V
‘economic. and séecial barriers, the government hopes to encourage:
students, who otherwise might not continge ‘their schooling,

 to-.atvend college. Many programs=~includifig-the Basic Educa-
~ tional Oppdrtunity Graunts Program (BEOGs), -the Supplemental
Educational Opportunity ‘Grants Program  (SEOGs), the National
Direct Student Loan Program (NDSLs), “and -the -College ‘Work-Study
Program (CWS)-=focus on ptoviding financial assistance: to f;am~
ilies and individuals who are needy. _In -addition to providing

‘.;,° access to higher education, these ‘programs.also have been de-

" signed to provide individuals of differing-financial status.-with

. = -the ability to sslect educational institutions that match.their
) intellectual _capabilities anﬁ their unique’ -educational inter-~
- - ests. In this way, ‘these programs help to. maintain the arena of .

E . diverse institutions. that characterize American higher educatioi.” -
;- ] .
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—Reducing the ‘Burden of Collége Gosts =

Whereas the first goal is to remove barriers for indi-

%wilduals who would not othérwise be—able td attend“postsecondary
institutions, this second goal is-to reduce the financial strain
on families with studénts who most likely would continué their
- eduéation -even withoat ‘government assistance. This federal role
has. most often found: exptession in ‘the tax code or through
student loan programs, For example, all families :¢an claim a
$750 deduction an¢ a $35 credit from their federal income
tax for college students” whoin they support, regardless of the
student ‘S earnings.

- *»

‘Recently, a number of prqposals ‘have been introduced- that

focus specifically on. reducing the financial burden for middle-

“income families. . llr ‘These propoSals~include expanding ‘the

] eligibility for federally subsidized:and: insufed loans, providing
a stax credit for tuition and ‘fee costs,~and altering eligiblity

for existing . direéct student assistance programs (BEOGs,- SEO0Gs,

-
. - -

Assuring;aaStrong,Systemsof,Hiﬁher'ﬁducation

..

‘Federal ,programs also assist in- -maintaining a. strong and

multifaceted system of higher -education. Byldesign‘hg programs
~tHat allow irdividuals latitude in: choosing the ‘type of education

they wish to pursue, the- federal government helps sustain.

diversity in American higher educationp

.

-and. CWS)- to provide greater assistance to middle-income families. o

In addition “to indirect aid to educational institutions -

through student aid programs; the federal government also assists

I
taz, "

- -

"Middle-ircome' ~is difficult to quantify precisely. For one
thing,- ‘there are considerably,divergent viewpoints on what
portion of the population represents "the middle." Further-
more, income levels vary oreatly throughout the United
States, and incomes of equal .size may have considerably
different purchasing power in different regions of the
country. For the purpnses of this paper, middle-income is

1/

assumed to include families with incomes between $15,000 and

* 625,000 in 1979. This range includes- approximately the
middle one-third of families in the U.S.3 thus, about .one-
third would fall ‘below this middle-~income range and one-third
would- be. above this range. .

.
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institutions directly. Through programs sﬁéhﬁasAIicle 11X of the
Higher Education. Act of 1965 (Strengthening Déveloping Institu-
- tions), the federal government prqvidearfipaangl assistance to *
Ied ;<ca11ege§~an&ﬁnﬁivet§trtés”rﬁat provide uniquepcontributions
: to highér education and that need financial assistance to ensure

their contined finarncial stability. The federal government -also .
~ provides financial assistance to institutiors to encourage them. -
‘to respond to ‘federal priorities; to“help defray the cost of- :
. -complying with new federal; reqiirements; and to help them respond
c . to unanticipated crises. For example, the"<federal government -
‘provides assistance to institutions for the so-called TRIO .
Programs- (including UpvardvBound,AIa;gnt*Séaréh,'Special Services . o
for Disadvantaged Students, and “Educational Opportunity Centers) - B
in--order to encourage 1ﬁst1;gt1qﬁ§;toﬁa;ggaét,and—ggrve—the . -
special academic and social needs-of students from disadvantaged
backgrounds. Currently Title VII -of the Higher Fducation Act
. “(construction, -reconstruction, and ‘renovation of academic .
' facilities) is:being-used to assist institutions respond to three LT
national. concerns:- the need for energy eificiency, the need -
- for greater occupational safety on ‘campuses, and the need to make ) .
AN higher education facilities more accegs1b1€7£§;handigapggdj§;*——————fff?
L individuals. 2/ . .- =
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RESULTS OF CURRENT EFFORTS IN MEETING FaDERAL,GQALs'

' Promoting- Equality SffEducational,Opportunity ’
- 3 M = T e - - R =

T ¥ ~__For the past decade, the overriding objective of the federal .

“goverpment with respect to postsecondary education ‘has been to
—énhaﬁge'eqqaligy;of educational opportunity. In the fiscal year

1978 budget, almcit three-quarters of the $9.9.billion in federal R
: expenditures for postsecondary education (excluding._ research .
_ support) is directed to accomplishing this goal. It is not
: clear, however, what specific measure would indicate that this o
- goal had: been achieved, although it is clear that poor and . E
disadvantaged youth have not been able to reach their potential

in the past because of financial barriers.

-
"
A

. p— p

2/ Fiscal year 1078 4s the first year in which funding ($4
© million) has been appropriated for construction, recon-
. struction, and renovation.
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;postsecondary education of young adults from lower-income fam-

with- academi¢ .preparation -(the> Ubward Bound-program, forx example)

tvantaged ‘youth to. attend college ‘azd in heightening their’

‘wgl U.S. Department of Health, ‘Education, and Welfare, Office of'; i

C-oaem. ‘ =

: . ' -
.. .- V.
. R L
. P 'u.“r ) po- 4
T %sta&tial research indicates -that £financial assistance

ought to affect enrollment rates, 3/ but federal efforts have  not i,'
been particularly successful in increasing the. participation. in

H

ilies. A recent -Census study .shows that -the enrollment rfate of =

dependent students from lower-income families (withaincomes under “ e
$8,525) increased from"20.1 percent to 22.4 percent between 19?3 -
and 1976. 4/ This increase followed siv years during which- 3
enrollment rates for students from lower-income: families fluctu= - S

ated slightly but changed: verv little overall. During this same -
period of time, enrollment rates for students: from ‘all other . [ |
income groups were declining slightly.. ‘Despite this increase in - T g

enrollment rates relative to ‘the enrollment rates ‘for other . = _~=
youth, young ‘ adults: from<lower-income families stiIl are léss -
‘than one~half as- liRely to- attend college as students.from‘higher, L e
income families. Other. programs,rthat combine economic support R

-appear to; haveAheen relatively successful,in encouraging ‘digad~

- e’

.»’educational aspirationsuu LA Thesge - programs, howeveér,- havev;*jfvf",

received limited funding and: thus reach ‘only a‘small~number of e T
students. - The Upward Bound Program,. for example, reaches ‘fewer -“;:5
than 5 percent of the- personsqin ‘the target pOpulation that the:;‘ o
,program was designed to serve. 6/ St

[t

m——" J -5, =

gj Stephén J. Carroll, Bryant M.’H?orir Daniel A. Relles, and - AT
David J. Weinschrott, The- Enrollment Effects of Federal .- -~ - -
Student.Aid Policies (Santa- Monica, Calif 3 Rand- Corporafdon, A
June 1977)0 o . f + ™ }! T . - o
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4 U. S. Bureau of ‘the Census, PonulationACharacteristics . .
School Enrollment--Social and Econouic Characteristics of . ,;' :
Stﬁdonts “(October 1976);- Current POpulation_Reports,eSeries» S
—P-20 No. 319 (1978). ) R
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Education, Office of Planning, ‘Budgeting; and ’ Evaluation,
Evaluation of the Upward Bound Program°' A First FollowJUg S

2

6/ U.5. Department of Healtn, ‘Education, and Welfare,, Office of -
) Education, Office of Planning, . ‘Budgeting and Evaluation,‘
Annual Evaluation .Report.on Programs Administered by the U Se

Officciof'Education, Fiscal Year 1976. o T
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In sum, there appears to. have "been: some: :prsgfess in pro-
viding equality of -educational opportunity. Existing fedeéral
programs. have made it finéncia]ﬁ._ly,;pbssible for many .disadvantaged
students to continue their —education. But-lack of more sub-
.stantial success 1in attracting the poor and disadvantaged into
higher education indicates that more effort will e raquired to-
achieve the;goal -of equality oZ educational opportunity.

-
-

i ‘Rédﬁt:'iﬁ‘g— 'th,é, Financial Burder foi: —Hi’ddle-I‘ncrome,Famil—tes e

PR

Cui:rggtly‘, much concerfn -is being expressed about the
financial burden that increasing. college costs- are creating for
parents of college students, particularly for middle-income

families. Two questions, ‘however, must ‘be addressed in -examining
‘this-.goal. First, wnat is the -evidence that" the burden. éxists?
” Second, to what extent have current programs helped to alleviate

" ‘the problem? -

s e L

Financial burdeén.is-a relative concept: " what is considered
a reasonable financial obligation at one time may come to . be
considered an unreazoénable . financial burden ‘at another time.
It 4s difficult, 't:_heréfo're,“ ‘to estimate what absolute ‘measure
reflects the "achievement of a reduced or increased financial

" burden. > o s :

. .
‘One reasin for the heightened level of ‘concern that college
—é:cists weére creating an -undue hardship was a-noted decline in
. enrollment rates for middle-income-students during the :h16719703.
‘Récent data, huwever, show that this trend.has been reversed (see
"Table 1). 7/ The earlier downward. ‘trend may have been a result
_-of other" societal factors, including the end of the military
draft and the effects of the recession, rather than the result
of a decline in ability to afford postsecondary education-

.Another ‘reason: for heightened concern has been the growth
of college costs. In fact, the relative levél of college costs
has- remained eé.’qent:ially constant rather than. increasing during
recent years. [Though the qo‘sts_ of -cotlege attendance have
risen faster than' the cost of living (as measured- by the -Consumer
Price Index [CPI]), .this increasé in .costs has been offset by an
even larger increase in family incomes. As a result, student

»

7/ -Census Bureau, op. cit.
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TABLE. 1. -PERGENT O
c © 7 FAMILY-INCOME;
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308,535 . 20,0

°$8,525-17,050,; 3759
'§17,050-25,575  51.9

425,575+ . 68.3
All Iﬁc@ine—xdfqups' 39.1
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O? 18~ TO: 24~YEAR-0LD DEPENDENT FAHILYrﬂEMBERS a/
INCOME,ﬂb/ OCTOBFR 1967 TO OCTOBER,1976 T

1967 1968 - 1969 ’1‘92Qs T 1971 . 1972 19
200 20,5 24i8. 203 s:_' 22.8 226 10

3759 - 38.5 . .38.8 36,6 *'35.4 34,2 3
51.9  50.7  50.6  48.4  F6eh b2 42

68.3  63.0 - 65.2 6liF 618 56,9 _ 56.
39.1  39.7, 413 39.1 38,9 . 37.8 ° 36
lations based on data supplied' by the Census Bureau. -

R

mily nggbér 19 a :elative ofﬂchg~pf1mary‘£aﬁiiy=héad ;

in 1916 d>llars, -civilian noninstitutional pOpulation'

"'\(,'. Lot .
‘;Q'» P R - R = #
K .
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Y umnngs a/ 'ENROLLED ‘IN‘ COLLEGE, BY
———— “ﬂg,i;" - N — ;5‘,,?:; —
1972 1973 . 71975 197;5 1976

. g2 - R o -

- D R ] ':v;.i = - R
3.2 3.2 3T 3.0 36,3
42 42.7 . Glah 4Seh . 475

-

5649 756.",6 57:5 506 5842
-37.8 ° 36:6  36.2 © 38.7 “38:8

—- PR - B Pa— e —— . e - - - .

1sus Bureau,
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family head other than the wife.
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‘CO8ts for both the public and private sectors of ‘highér education
‘have declined slightly as a proportion of family income 6see
Table 2) 8/ ] o
: - Concurrently, federal studerit assistance for middle-income .
N ) stiudents hds continued to increase., ‘Since its ince ptionuin 196§, .,
: - the: Guaranteed Student Loan- Program (GSL), which has bee the ]f .
. 'primary federal program .designéd to assist students: froé middln- / / .
- ' income families, has, continued to grow and .asgist Ancreasing . 7
1_numbers of . students‘“‘In 1&76 this program was amended ‘to/éxtend N
- eligibility to students from- middle-income families with -adjusted ey AR
‘ ‘family incomes up to $25, 000. The dollar amount - of loans- f R
. dispersed has . increased 19 percent -betwéen 1976- -and 1978,~and L 5
7; . most of -the increase in volume Hhas. -gone: 'to newly eligible stu-. LA
’dents from these. middlewincome families.’ . “« . - /
- e - 3 - oue s /- B oL
. In“sum, there is -no -evidence to-indicate that the financial - R
S - burden of sending children ‘to college ‘has’ ‘been. increasing. ‘
: ’This should not be .taken .to mean, however, that the burden of
sending a child to :college 18 not significant. “While ‘the’ situa- : .
tion appears o worse than it was:--a: decade ‘ago;, neither s it - .
I ‘appreciably better. Therefore,ftoAtne extent to -which:-. college?_ ’
- - -Costs-were a. burden 4in the 1960s, they srill present a financiai e
- strain. And- there are. certainly many'middle-income families<-
especiallx‘families with, students in expensive—schools, famflies
with more -thar one -¢hild in- 8chool: and - families in- which, the ‘head: -
of. ‘the household is the student--that find i* difficult to pay :
the costs of postsecondary education. DR e . S

4 - Y »
K : Y : , DN

. - . ) o B
- . - s . e et . e . P
- - . > . - - . T -
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i . p Assuring;A Strong System of. Higher Education T - U

AN - e

- . _ ,. R

In fiscal year 1978 approximately 10-- percent -of federal R
] experiditures ‘for -postsecondary educdtion (excluding~*res$arch'] T T
e e funding) will be directed to assuzing a -strong and--divetrse system“' L
. ) of highe. educations It i4s. difficult, however, to- judge the
- extent to which ‘this goal ‘has been -.achieved or- to ascertainrthe .
—success of,existing programs. = - . - { - fﬁ\a -

3
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: ‘8/ Congressional Budget Office, FPederal Aidto Postsecondary
o . 7" students: Tax Allowances and _Alternative Subsidies " Back~
‘ ground Paper (1978). . o i
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° TABLE 2. FAMILY INCOME AND STUDENT CHARGES, CALENDAR YEAR,S,»%.967-'1,97;6,
B 4 - ' v,a -

N o ' _ b N _ -
. e % - o
o - Mediar. Family Incomea/ %, Student Charges as.a Per- .
) /7 WiehT T I % cent of Income of Families e
T All . 18=24-yr. With 18=24 yr. Total Student:Charges with 18-24 yr. -Dependents
- Year Families ™ ~Depéndents Dep., in Coliege: . Public =~ -Private .~ Public =~ Private * CPL
- (1) (2 —(3)/’ (4)- "{95) (4)3(2) . (5H3(2)
1967 - 56,811 T $7,923 .8 9416 £ 81,063 " . $2,205; ‘12, 26.8.. 10050 )
- 1968° - 7,189 8,469 0, 452~ © 1,117 (2,321 %, L 12. 26.0 104.2
© 1969 7,770 9,123 . 11,295 1,204 2,531 % 12 25.4 109.8 =
1970 8,268 9,624 . /12,063 . + T .68 2,739 % .12, 26.3 . 116.3
©1971 8,681 10,095° . /12,727 1,357 . - 2,917, ‘% 12 27.1 121.3
©1972 -/ 9,276 - 10,900 / 13,392 1,458 . 3,038 12 26.8 125.3
: 1973, 10,273. 11,897 7 14,679 : 1,517 . 3,164 "’»,.,‘ 12, 25.5 -133.1
£1974 / ‘11,025 - 12,561 " 16,005 1,617 . 3,386 2 ~25.2 14747
12975/ 11,505 13,199 - 16,784 1,748 3,667 12 25.7 161.2
- < 12,199 14,164 18,384 . 1,854 3,896 l\ ) 25.9 170.5
Pefcent P v “
:-Change - ) ) ;
- 1967-1976 +79.1 +78.8 < 87.3 +74.2 +76.7 LT . =344 70.5
, YT =
/- - — — —— —
Yy ) - ﬁé:‘. - : . ‘7_ 8 . ..

§OURCE: ‘U.S. ‘Bureau of 'g:hg):-'-(:;qglégé, Current Population Repocts -and National Center for Education Statistics
. - . -dataj U.S. Dépaﬁrq@gg-h’f"’Coﬁmercé,, Survey of-Current Business. ' ; -

e .

__Lj/, Family incomes are those- reported in- the Bureau -of the Cznsus, October Currént Population Survey,- in which

j—L_l;dé:ail'ec}'—qu’stioqg about education are asked. The -traditional and more comprehensive veporting of incomes is

. 'donme in March of each- year. The Bureau of the Census- reports that, for the. above period, October median-
,,;.Ea}ni—ly‘ incomes- ranged from-82 to.'86 percent -of the median family incomes reported- in March. )

; -A- census family is two- or p;oi'e yersons related; by blgod, marriage, or adoption, and residing together.

- _ "All such persons are. considered’ 'members of"f‘tﬁ'e ‘same family. Columns (2) and (3) are iacomes of primary

. ! families, A primary-family includes a headZof -the household: (family -designated) as one of its members. .,
- ",E;_cclufde& from the sample of primary familiés here are those in which the 18-24=year~old dependent 1is either y
- | the designated -head, the wife, or .married. Only those in which the 18-24-year-old cependent 18 attending

' college full time are included-in. Column (3). - :

IToxt Provided by ERI
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As with -0ther federal ‘educational goals, theré. is. no
—absolute measure of Ssuccess. What, for example, would be +£heé
) ideal mix .of public and ;private. institutions ‘to ensure a diverse-
: . —system? Or, what- share of its. resources ‘should the federal
: ‘government provide in helping to: address this need?
questions are not easily answered. The financial stability of
,postsecondary institutions,k is -one indicator -of. ‘how-- strong ‘the
system 1is, ‘but there are conflicting reports on -the financial
health of postsecondary education. ‘Some studies indicate. that
colleges and‘ universities are in serious trouble and face a bleak
future. Others contend -that higher -education 1is recovering well

from the financial problems of the mid-19703. 9/ - -

‘;‘

In -some instances federal assistance, which was ‘a boon for

years. For ‘exampleé; in the 1960s, considerable federal ag=
interest loans, for the: construction- of,educational facilities to
s ‘meét the- demand of a rapidly increasing. college population‘ ‘As
A enrollments have lévéled off -and dec¢lined on ‘some -campuses, the
: "~ -debt. -service to the federal -government. for facilities that no
s longer ‘are being used to full capacity~has become a’ financial
- ‘burden for some institutions. g e

> - - v

In September 1976,
reported that approximately 50° percent 6f all institutions “of~
‘higher -education. were in- serious financ¢ial condition (either

o
b

being in considerably worse financial :shape- thém ‘their qulic

S counterparts. "(Andrew H.sUpton,’John Augenblick -and Joseph.
s Heyison, "The Financial: Change of Higher Education," Change

Magazines Vol. -8, #8, September 1976.) The Change-article,
however, ‘has been refuted ‘by: the'findings of other research-"
ers. Bowen and Minter have indicated: that "the phrase -that
best characterizes the current -condition {8 stability without
Stagnation."
‘the form of program. cuts, - alterations in student-faculty

Annual Reports-on Financial and Education Trends. it The
Privste Sector of American Higher Education, ‘Vol. 2; Washing-
ton,.D.c.. Association of American -Colleges, 1976.) :

>$
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:sistance was- Provided both in; -the form ‘of grants -and low--

relatively unhealthy or unhealthy), with private institutions

‘They found, little -evidence of Tetrenchmens in:

These<

-~

: 'hrbher éducation at'cne’time, ‘has become a liability in- later -

,_-:;

a research article in Change Hagazine .

ratios, or similar indexes. (Howard Bower and John Minter,- -
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‘From the period following World War IT to the mid-1960s,
" higher education was expanding rapidly, .and_ enhancing ‘the: growth
of a strong system-was a- high national priority. In this milieu,
institutional aid evolved as the. dominant: -source- of - federal afde

* Construction. loans and grants ‘assisted _campuses™ in developing

. enrollments .

}
-

}i

’x

f.acilities with sufficient .capacity tgp_accommoddte.,,»increasing*
The Department of Housing -and Urban. ‘Deveélopment
-provided low—interest 16ans for ‘the: construction of residence—
‘halls in -which: to house the influx of students.

i By-the ‘late’ 19608, however; the federal role in post-
secondary -education ‘began to take on a. mew eémphasis, ‘one that
focused on improving equality of educational 0pportunity.
become increasingly apparent that many disadvantaged -and- minority
Americans were unable to. -enjoy -the benefits: -of Apostsecondary—
education. To- accomplish ‘this -new goal, institutional ald
‘was supplanted by student assistances National Direct: Student
I.oans, _College. Work—S‘tudy, and: Educational Opportunity :Grants
(which: later ‘became: Supplemental ‘Bducational ‘Opportunity Grants)
‘were: established ‘to; -assist :students with financizl need. The
responsibility for administering these> programs, however,
remained: with: :the: '{ndividual campuses: “The Guaranteed Student
I.oan ‘program- evolved somewhat. diff.‘rentl)xe Its ffocus ‘has been
-more ‘on providing assistance to middle~-inco students, and it is
administered by private lending 4institutions. I

‘,r N S i )
“"' { e

student assistance programs " have. become ‘more

Over timb,,
The

di;rected toWard ‘helping only the most needy studénts.

"two newest ’programs, -enacted—in: 1972, are the jBasic Educational :

Opportunity Grants Program (BEOGS) and” the :State Student In=’
-centive Grants: Program. (SS1Gs). The Basic. :Grants program. 1is-
administered directly ‘by the Office of Education, with much more
strict: regulation and oversight of the determination of student
need- than. other older programs.: SSIGs, ‘though- administered: by
the ‘states and thus .not as strictly regulated-as the Bas‘lc*:rants
" iprogram,. provide an incentive for states to increase ‘their

commitment to the goal of enhancing equality of opportunity. L

— -

With increased concern being directed to the - goal of

reducing the burden of college costs for middle-inco families,
fwo quite .divergent approaches are beipg considered fq !providing
s w0/ B
.1 )
/ L]
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that., -although- discussed for more than two decades, has. only,
a;ggently'Been—receiving,inc:easeg—sngpbr;.r Tax credit' proponents
believe their method of .providing assistance is thé most ef-
ficient, effective, and easily impleteiited .alternative. | The
second approgch,wqgﬁandiug;dirgt;ly approbriateﬂ;edugacioﬁ‘,.‘
‘programs to- provide educational benefits for middle-income
families, 1s supported by the fAdniinis't:rat:ion'\ as well as some -
‘members - of the Congress. Proponents @f‘thisﬁapproécﬁ'bélieve
"these programs represent the most equitable means of providing

N PSR .
greater student dssistance.. N B .
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48 in school and for up- tola year after termination of
schooling. Interest 6f 7 percent is charged to- ‘the
“borrower, thereafter. - Loans . maZe* “to: students, from fams
ilies. with incomes- greater than $25 ;000 bear 7 percent
“'interesf to. the ~student from the time théy are: issued.
The? fedcral government insures. each loan. - .As an in-

‘. centive to- _encourcge-lendet participationb thé governmentj

)

o .
-

the 0

also “pays a special 41lowance of up to 55 pgrcent to

lenders on all loans outstanding. g ..

National Direct Student. Loans 'NDSLs), established in

1958 under the National Defense Education Act, provide
* low=intetrest federal loans ‘to students ,at participating

insti rutions.- Eligibility is- based on financial need.

- The participaring institution determines the size of the

. loan,- but the total débt carnot eéxceed $5,000° for an

undergraduate or $10;000: for a graduate student. ° The
loan is interest free to the student while In schiool; but

" of schooling.. R
- The major institutional assxstance programs administered by
ffice of ﬁaueation includea . ~
Special pfograms for. the disadvantaged-—including Talent

‘Search;- Upward: Bound, Special Services\for ‘Disadvantaged
. Student®, and’ Educational ~-Qpportunity Centers-—were
“created in 1972 to provide incentives for institutions to
" . establisn programs- that ‘meet the educational ‘needs. -of
;disadvantaged students  and’ that encourage disadvantaged
“students ‘to: attend college. - \

o Strengthening developing institutions, Title II1 of the

Higher Education Act, was -enacted in 1972 to provide
assistance to. sttengthen the academic quality and manage-=
‘ment -of develOping ifstitutions, particularly those
“serving primarily disadvantaged and minority students.
Construction, reconstrnction,
£facilities program ‘was' originally included as part of the:
‘Higher Fducation "Facilities Act of 1963, and is’now Titleg
VIE of :the Higher Education Act of 1965. This program
rprovides grants and loans to. help defray the costs of re-
trofitting facilities to accommodate hanoicapped students
and to improve building safety ~and energy efficiency.

”f

_accrues interest at 3 percent per annum upon completion

2% ’

nd renovation of academic

+

O U o -
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,Post:se‘condarx'E'diléat:ioﬁ frogfams? Funded andAAdminiStered by

) Agénciéq -Other Than The‘"ﬂOff‘ic'e of Educatj.qn—’

« ~ Lt . -
1 Both veterans’ benefits and pqciél security entitlements
-inélypde educational assistance that comtributes significant

-amounts- ‘of ,money to -postsecondary students and institutions.
While these entitlements: are "nét subject- to annual appropria~
t’ibns, both- veterans’ -educational benefits and social security
educational bénefits currently are the suject .of debate in the
Congresgs- — - — ST T - ~
¥ - -

© Yeterans® Réadjustment Benefits. The Veterans’ Readjust-<

ment Behefits program, “whi‘éh;ﬁirre\r‘tgl rqvi

all veterans’ -educational benefffs, was -enacted ]
1966. 1/° 1t ‘provides up to 45 ,n‘;'c’jp't:hs of benefits to
o veterans who: served -prior to ‘1977. The monthly stipend: is
- based -on the -size of the~.student veteran’s family and
whether the veteran {s a full- or part-time student: The

,aWai:ﬂi}: 18 not }g@juste’d for _need -0 for varying institu- .
tional costs: The benefit “t3. availablé t6 all veterans,

d

- but the -edu¢dtion must 'be:cggﬁiete
- after -discharge. from active —As';erviceé -

o- Social Security Benefits for Studentgs—~7Fnacted i 1965,
these benefitg provide continied socidl security .benefits
-to full-time college- students under 22 years of-age. The
siZe of the benefit depends <upon the category of eligi-

bility of the student”s family. 2/
i 7

-

) ,) A new veterans’ ';progt}:am has been created for individuals
: enfering _the service after DNecember \976. Those wishing
> to participate in this program must .contribute toward
‘héif"future education while, in the service. Their contripu-~
‘tion is double matched by federal funds.
e
2/ BSocial Security Béenefits for Students, a May 1977 CBO Back-
ground Paper, discusses social security student ‘benefits and-

analyzes various options for the program.

. I
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Tax Ex‘perpd:?t:ufes for ‘Postsecondary ‘Education - i et
: S . ) e
Various tax éxpenditures. provide benefits for postsecondary
edﬂcapfo‘n in the -form of reduced tax-liabilities. 3/ These
include a $750 personal -exemption- and a.$35 tax credit for
~Tsttié_eti£ dependerts, the -exclusion of fellowships and scholarships

/fr:'om ‘taxable. ‘income,. “the exclusion  of —vgtersns' benefits and

social security student “benefits from taxablé 'income, and the
deduction of gifts and bequests to. edugit‘iOnal institutions. .

e

Funding. for Academic Science 7 T

-

>

e Pnétseéegdgrif:egﬂcgtipn,—a1894‘béhefith.géppreqigbly?' though °

"*1§§1t¢cf1y,'from;fedérar'fung1n§~of'fesearch’iid development.” In

. total,; -universities ‘receive more ‘than: $3 billion annually: in
funds to -conduct basic and applied tfesearch.- This funding is
cliannelled through a number of federal agencies to ‘the receiving.

fagtitutions. Because of the different nature and purposes of

this funding, research and development is not discussed further
in this paper. . S Sty

PO
* .

-, ’: ) B ) ‘7' i o . - A 4/‘7_‘i-
FISCAL YEAR 1978 FUNDING ‘OF ‘MAJOR_FEDERAL PROGRAMS. FOR POST-
'SECOND‘ARY:;ED?CATION" ‘ S c

1%

. Major federal programs for —postsé'c‘g'rid‘gfi fédgca'td_.on‘axr'g o
included. in three zareas, _or subfunctions, of the budget. = In

" addition to direct spending programs -(see- Table 3), there are -tax
‘expéndijtu;eS',, or revenue losses, ‘associated ‘with each of these - -
-areas.e The -three budget subfunctions are as follows: K

=

- -0 Subfunction 502, Higher Education,. ericompassés all ‘pro-

- - ‘grams_included in the Higher Education Act of 1965 and -the 7 .
. ‘Higher Education inng?drﬁeqt:s of. 1976 ) o
) * T e A . -

f
S
'

3/ Tax expenditures are revenue ilosses. ‘fr m provisions of the

) tax law that provide special or selective tax ‘relief. These
revenue losses: are called tax expenditures ‘because they are
very much Ilike payments by the -federdl ~government, except
that they. are made through a-rediiction -of-taxes rather than
by direct spending. e

¥
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‘0 Subfunction 601, Social Security, includes the payment ;, ;
to full=time _student dependents of eligible disabled ©
retired, or deceased workers. . )

. . B

.0 :Subfunction 702 Véterans’ Readjustment Benefits, inc1udes
~ payments made under - the G TI. Bill.

For fiscal year 1978 the- projected d rect funding and

Cen tax expenditures in these ‘thrée subfunctions amount to _$9.9
’ billion. Although this'is less than was spent for the same ‘areas
in -each"of the preceding two years, the decline is fully attrib-

e utable to a declining population -of wveterans using the G.I. Bill
(see,Table 3).A .

-~

.

TABLE 3. SPENDING AND RECIPIENTS 1IN ‘POSTSECONDARY STUDENT AS-
- ' SISTANCE PROGRAMS. - FUNDS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS
NPT RECIPIENTS "IN -THOUSANDS; BYoFISCAL YEARS -

. . .
- L N
- cae P, AT - . i ﬁ

pag— [E— Ee . e — . . = FRC T

""ribudg‘e't Account S 1976 1977 | 1978 -

e = - S et o P - - N . _ o
=5 =
— ——

Higher Edacation_Account (502)-a/ U -
‘Budget Authority T 2,933 3,224, 3,785 -

. Ouciays S e, 2,213 T 2,632 3,304
- Reciplents b/ S 5,’671’ 5,838 6,352 .
Social Security Account (601) ] . '
;ilr ... - Budget Authority R I 097' ‘1,276 1,446 : -
Tt outlayst - - ~ . 1,097 1,276 1,446 —
. - Recipients S ~;'”7660 690, 727 :
e Veterans "Readjusthent - Benefits e ] . .
' Account (702) - . L. ‘ )
Budget;Authority e 45 550 3;626 2,094
~Outlays - ) . 4,151 2, 930' 2,596 -

Recipients - ' 2;089 1,426 1,186

©-¥-.a/ Ineludes BEOG, SEOG, CWS, NDSL, GSL, and SSIG.
S b/ Duplicated counts -of recipients who receive more than one .
L type of federal student assistance. : ’ L
. . . - 17
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Higher,Education—gSubfunction 5022

Y '"(,

Funding hds increased steadily for the major programs
administered by the Office of Education. For student assistance
‘programs, the budget authority. increased 17 percent from fiscal

. _year 1977 to fiscal year 1978. This -was ‘more than twice the
.increase -of 8 percent in the total federal budget.* Coincident
‘with this increase in funding, the number of recipients of
assistance from these ‘programs increased by about 9 percent,
which means the average benefit fot each recipient increased
approximately' 8 percent. 4/ This is—ErEEter than the estimated
increase of 6 percent in—student costs between academic years
1977-1978 and 1978-1979. 5/ :

The growth in these programs results trom a -combination -of
‘legislative -and adminis*rative changes. The 1976 amendments to-
the Higher Education Act authorized -an. increase in the maximum

"Basié Grant award from $1,400 to SL,800 beginning with the
1978=79 school year, snd increased funding in £iscal year 1978
aprropriations fg:r the BEOG programzprovided -grants up to-a
maximum of $1,600. .

Several changes increased the budget for the Guaranteed
Student Loan progradm.. . The eligibilify for subsidized-loans--was— —

expanded -to include students from. families with adjusted family

incomes -under- $25*000,-up from a previous maximum of $15,000, A
number of incentives’ also were provided to ercourage lending,
institutions to increase their student loan portfolios.

The number of recipients refers to the tot%l number 'of awards
" from these programs. The -actual number of students receiving
" federal daid is -considerably smaller than the reported numbex

of total awards.. A- survey by. the American Council on Edu-
_cation indicates that more than 40 percent of ‘the students
. receiving federal student -agsistancer receive more- than “one
~ form of federal assistance.
The increase in educational expenses reported by ‘the College
Scholarship: Service reflect only the .increasing costs to the
student (i.e., tuition, books,  fees, travel, and° room and
‘board). The costs of providing higher educationfare increas-
ing at a much higher rate than 6 percent.~” The Congressional
Budget Office projects that the costs of providing this
service will rise 9.1 percent in fiscal year 1978,

.

4/

-
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Even a—*qi;itg substantial increase in_-the number.of loans,
‘however, results in relatively modest increases in federal
. costs. - “For’ example, in fiscal year 1977 $6.2 billion in loans . v

were ,6§f5§§§nd:itig, réquiring,a féderal subsidy of $325 ‘million. gl" ‘
But -only. $1 bfllion of this total -was dispensed during fiscal
yeatr 1977. Even if banks -expand their -aggregate portfoliss by 25
‘pércent in. response to thée various incentives introduced in 1977,
_thus increasing the money available for loans- in 'fiscgl -yéar 1978
‘to $1.25 pillion, ‘subsidy payménts. duringthis year would in-
crease:- by only 7.4 percent, from $325 million to '$349 mil-
lion. _7_/ . 7 . z - .

'Sogigl; Security Benefits. ;‘(Subfuncti‘qh: 601) - i
Social security ‘benefits for fgggfieht:s .are another growing

- sector -of” postsecondary funding. ‘Expenditures will increase
. -about 11 percent between fiscal years 1977 and 1978, from $1.3

billion to $1.4 -billion. Automatic benefit increases and in-
_creases in the' -number -of Béﬁe_f—ié'i:‘grj:gs; -‘caused this increase.

Veterans® Readjustment Benefits (Subfunction 702) .

“During the -past decade, veterans’ benefits have provided
more federal assistance tc students than any..other single pro-
gram. ‘At its peak in fiscal year 1976, the veterans’ benefits
program was providing more aid to students .than were all the
-Office -of Education student asgistance programs combineds.

AN

- 7 .- Though the individual benefit package for veterans cont-
- - inues: to increase, the number of eligible recipients is declining

6/ Fifty-six percent. of -the guaranteed loans ottstanding "are

" to-studerts in school, with fawily incomes under. $25,000, and * '

- thus require the full subsidy of 7 percent plus the special
allowance subsidy to the lending institutions. The remaining
loans . are in repayment status. and require only sgpecial:
"allowance subsidies 'to lenders. The $325 million refers only
to the payment of " subsidies on loans that are not in. de-

: _fault. B
7/ This increase is for a full y'e;ar',s' ‘subsidy on t:hé ad'glit;ional— .

loans. Loans, however, are -dispersed -throughout the ‘year,
thus some loans would not require -payment -of the full .sub-
sidy, and the resulting fiscal year increase would-be 1less

[s ]

than the  estimate provided in the text.. .
' 19




rapidly as Vietnam era Veterans'pass beyon& the period for using

their educational _entitlements. Newly .enacted revisions to
veterans’ benefits, which ~-assist -certain veterans. beyond the
ten~-year period for using benefits and vhich may -accclerate
benefits for others, may slow but not halt this funding decline.
Between fiscal years 1977 and 1978, expenditures- ‘for the veter-

ans’ program will fall approximately 11 percent and the number of

recipients will -decrease by 17 percent. 8/
o n :

fexi?ibendituresf

x

is tax expenditures. The revenue 1ost through postsecondary tax
allowances will increase from. $2 1 bil(ion in fiscal year 1977 to

.$2:2 billion in fiscal year 1978, an !increase -of 5 percent ‘(see

Table 4).

- i

THE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENT ASSISTAN"E—&ENEPITS

In: combination, the many programs that ‘channel -assistance
‘to -postsécondary students will provide $8.6 billion in benefits
in fiscal year 1978 (see Table 5). This represents 87 percent

of -all federal -expenditures for postsecondary education. The

largest portion of -the benefits in fiscal year 1978 will .80 ‘to
lower~income .students, addressing the goal .of /enhancing equality
of educational -opportiunity. But one-third of ‘the ‘benefits will
‘g0 to atudents from families with incomes greater than $15,000,
-an indication ‘that student assistance programs already are

-7directingesome attention toward ‘decreasing the burden of college
costs for middle-income families.

/,»Higher Education—(Subfunction:SOZ)

‘Most. federal higher -education programs focus- on meeting

"géudent need," defined as the difference between the amount that

e student and his family are -expected to contribute to edu~
cational expenses .and the costs -of the education.

8/ The percent decrease in the number of recipients is greater
than the percent decrease in expenditures for the véterans’
- sprogram’ ‘because -of -‘the benefit 1eve1 increases each year that
offset the:decline in costs for the program.
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- - YEARS: 1977 “AND. 1978:

TABLE 4. TAX EXPENDITURES™ FOR "POSTSECONDARY _EDUCATION, FISCAL

R ~pr Py .
[ R ¥ -~
¢

IN- MILLION- DOLLARS -

0

‘-:»:‘ ‘3‘ ;i”’ o ) 7- - \ =
- s - 2~ -t Y
. ) 3 ] ) \ ‘. s
- . “ - - ~ Percent O
Tax Expenditure - | 1977 °. 1978 erénééﬁ\ o
. Exclusion of Scholarships-&. ~o - U
. Fellowships g 245™. 295 w206 - N T
o * - i - ; ’ - - ) ~ :/;t - ) \\
Parental Personal .Exemptions : R
~* forStudents o S50 . 7700 270
-' Deductibility of Contributions: '\ LT
Individual o 5254, 585 114 ¢
_ Corporations- <L 235 255, . 8.5 - -
) e -, - ) - : ‘ — ’\.\" - - P
:Exélugibn,of»Gg'Bi;lanengf1;8' '260: .~ 200 L =231 R
- ) - ] ) ) ) ) —: ,‘-7 5 ) - \\:\* . ) .
Exclusion: of Sccial Security N .
Student. Benefits | 100 - 107 7.0
¢ fotal - 2,115 2,212 46 -,
. —éoﬁkgz:f Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year
- -~ 1979, Special Analyses, Tag_}g ‘G-1, page 159.
. AR T

’
L

,qugtsecoﬁdaty 1nst1§gtioné—play—gn'1mpor;gﬁt—role74n—dgtgre

“mining how- federal aid will be -apportioned to eligible studentss
*  +Most feder@}f§;g4eqt;4§sistance,ﬁrogrgms;—gxcludihg Basic Grants,

are administered by the institution in which recipients are.
enrolled or by the lending institutions from which student

loans are -provided.’
need might be trea

Students with equivalent levels of financial
ted quite: differently by diiferent’ schools

or -banks. In -the Basic Grants program there is morezdirect

federal control; eligibi

lity for -a Basic Grant 1

8, determined by .

=

applying a standard federal needs analysis.

iThe,ﬁ&Eu:g of all of—thg,ﬁgjbf federal studént aid programs
has -assured that a 1argéfghare of these funds go to more needy,

*




©. . " _.TABLE 5. -ESTIMATED DISTRIBUTION OF BENEFITS. FOR STUDENT ASSIST-

G i ANCE, BY’”INCOHE CLASS, FISCAL YBAR 197.8: IN ‘MILLIONS -OF
LT - - DOLLARS AND PERCENTS - : ol

- _ . “Incone Class - . e
o S S T 15,0002 7 0 AL
: gxp'gndi,cuge, - 0-15,000" 25 ooo - 25 ooo+ Incomes

. - . . y _
e . B z
B -~ - . . [ [

-— . - P

e Righer Edueation .- ,v -
- ,;,::Student’&'si’stance a/ - I e
"~ - Dollars . 7 3086 473 1w 7q - 3,637

Petcent, Tt ' 785— e 130 T 20 el 100 '

 séélal Sééurity ~ - B o e ,- .

Y. ‘Studeat Bepefits. = Do L -

o perceme’ £ 4 18 - - 18 100 .

R ) .
5, Vetetnns" Read just-' " ) ) °
~ . . ‘mefit Benefits ' R
.. / Dollars B 1,129 - 804, 161 . 2 094 .
o ~] Percent o 54 - 3® 8 - 100
\ s . . .
- Tax -Expenditures’ b/ .

N ** . 1 »Dollars RS 7 734 - 401 - 237 - 1,372
SN ‘Percent’ . 4 - .29 - IEL 100

[
e
&

Ay
Total

Percent - !69* 23 8 -. 100

- s - - - T = . o L
- - . % . -
- - Y‘ - - . -

. : a/r Includes BEOGa, SE0Gs, GSLa, NDSLs, and CWS-, but does not -

include SSIGs which -wouui add an- additional $64 mnnon.‘
- b/ 1Includes acholatship/fel‘alowship exclusion, - dependency
e ’ —'eie’ﬁﬁt;ion and -credit, an veterans’ and social secutity

- -

exclusions. . . .

&/ - With SSIG benefits would be| $8,613 million. . L

< W §
-
. ¥ -
e )
v N 4
- o
ne -

- * — «

» -

.

N, cih- - Dollars oo . 923 -0 2607 - 263 1;446

‘Dollars T 872 - 1,938, 739 - 8,549.¢/ .

L
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I
e
o
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come familles, about 63 percént of the fedefal 'subsidy sccrues’
students from familfes with incomes’ under $15,000: - )

_In"fiscal year-1978, $0.5 billion -(or 14 percent) of the
al ald:-from: the .five major ‘student assfstance programs.’ will
distributed .to students from families with incomes "in the
»000: to $25/000- range. -Students: from these families are more
ely. to receive.awards through the two. loan: ‘Programs™and “the -.*
lege work-study program than through ‘the féderal student .grant
Zrams.. PR 7 P . B -

-

e

Althoygh student atd programs are.not. atméd 'fsp,e{:'ifigélfiy

elther public’ or private colieges,. each program- provides  a-
ferent distribution of aid among types. of ‘schools. (see Table
In the Basic Grants program; -about -68°.percent ;of the $2.1 .
1ion in fiscel-year—1978 funding will go to public institu-
n8; 23 percent ‘to nonprofit private -schoolss and 8 percent to -
vate proprietary institutions. Average :awards to public .-.
ool students will be slightly more than:$800; of approximately - -
0: less than itheir private school. céunterparts. -In:-the campus~ "~ ~
ed programs, about 59 percent of the $1.0 biilidn in fiagal .
r 1978 finds will go’ to p-blic ingtitutions. -Private, nop= %
fit schools-will receive 37 ‘percent, 'and the share -going to -7’
vate, -proprietary schools will be about’ 4 percent,

F by ;72. e g
- - - ~ AT

1/
1 £
. : SR - - L.t
\ b oz - s «, PR
+ -,

1a1—,Secu51;’?:?: (S“ﬁ?“f‘:‘é;_ﬂ’,ﬂif@ﬁ A SR ;': T

- .-
e . . =

Fege e -

\ Y e T M 7 o
In the 1977-1978-schiol yédr, -approximately 727,000 post- ;
ondary students will recéive $1,4 billfon in beneffts from -
soclal security system. Becausé. these student beneficiaries
depéndents 6f retired, disabled, or déceised- wage edtners,
~-are -often from families with’ “lower incomes.,; In fiscal year
» ‘the medfan adjusted gross income of famildés with social
rity student' benefic¢larfes will bé approximitely $15,155,
t. three-fourths of 'the .median income for ‘all families with
dren in céllege.  Almogt fwothirds 'of the social sécurity
ent benefits will go-to studerts from families %with. incomes .
W $15;000-per year (see Table 8). = —., -4
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The SSIG program, which 1is. appropriated $64 million for
fiscal year 1978, is-not reflected in this table. Including’
the funding for SSIGs and the addit:ional ‘BEOG costs from
‘footnote~b, “the—total -amount available for student assist:ance

. ‘through -the Office of Education would be $3.8 billion.

:7:!{:' ‘i, . ‘:\:.7:. B - € - . [ 3 :
| TABLE 6. FAMILY INCOME DISTRIBUTION. 4/ OF BENEFITS FOR snmzm/ P
2 L T ‘ASS"'STANCE FUNDING, "FISCAL YEAR 1978‘ IN° MILLIONS -OE} = - 1o,
ey : B DOLLARb AND PERCENTS - RN i ] '
B \i -:.1/; _ — — S :j',*'_,v, l‘"' 'L.‘"".‘ , L
S ‘} - i R Family Income . L. . - . '
) -“Program ‘$0-15 000 . $15 000-25 000 *$25,0004 A1l Incomes’
L7 . Bgsic Grants S _/ s 4 . _
- Dollars . ?ﬁ 1 947—n 129 0 -~ 2,076 b’
-~ ~Petrcent '_ ~ ‘;' 9% - 6, 0. 100-
Supplement:al Grants ] ] T ’
. .Dollars [ T .27 o .- . 270 R
Percent . 92 . 8 0 - 100 .
' Direct Loans oo 1 -, o , e
= Dollars:~ -~ - .- 212 98 16- 1 - 326
[ - Percemt : 65 - 30 . 5 . 100
( College Work-St:udy . ) - )
B Dollars . 348 <78 9 . 435
; Pércent .. - 80 - 18, | 2. T 100-
{ . 7 N ) . = . = . . o . -
! Guaranteed- Loans - ‘ - ot o
i Pollars . 331 . 172 - 27 .. 530 i}
;3 L ,'Percent: ) - 63 ‘32, . 5. - . 100 : T
% Tot:al </ ’ o o : . e
! Dollars 3,086 - 499 52 3:637 - .7
i . Percent 85 - 14 .1 : 1007 ‘X
\»,‘ ——— ,,;ﬂ S —————— R T
t ‘a/ The distributions used in t:his t:able assume that’ mdependent:' Y
- ‘ st:udent:s are -distributed in proport:ions equivalent: ‘to de-
. . pendent students:’ The .distributions fot Supplemental Grants,
i . Direct Loans, College Work-St:udy, .and -Guaranteed Loans are
N } ‘derived from the. 1975 Office of Education Fiscal -Operations
{ Report:, adjusted to 1978.values.\
\\’ b/ The total cost of the BEOG program would be $2.16 :billion.
‘\1 The amount available to students would be $2. 076 billion.
\ Administrative.costs uccount for $24 million of the differ-
. ‘ence 'and- eleméntary and ‘secondary offset:s account for another -
! $60 million.. -
\
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A - — - Publié ... . _ Priva
gram - . - Univ. x4-yr. 2-yr. Univ, 4=y
ic: Grants al . e - R L
enefits - . 37 71T .26 9 13
Agipig’r;i:’s; 3 L6 30 7 .11

,,,,,,

,ggf;cqf o 38 B TS SR

ecipients 36 — 19 1. 17
ét Loans b/ ,

nefits : 41 6 722 . 18
'qipierif;sr 42 - 9 18 18
qge Wbrk-Study bL_// : AR
nefits - 40 8 19 7 13 15

cipients . © 138 -8 20 12 17
anteed Loans ¢/ ' . - , '
nefits . . 267 19 - 5 .5 25
ciplents’ s " 27 12 7 100~ 22

. S - - - - L3 - - -
.

gpﬁa m&y hbtvadd=to'f00¥pércent‘becﬁuse,of‘rOundiﬁ

Percent distribution: for academic year ‘1976-1977, £ro
Basic Grant:s, office of Education..

Fiscal Operations Division, Office of Educat:ion, fisc
Unpublished data, Office of ‘Guaranteed’ Student Loans\,
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0 - 1,'59799‘- . o 7 3145 : - 456

5,000, 95999 165 0L 239
10,060 - 14, 999 T Isa A,irr—’;' - 22& .
31550007 = 319 999 139 . 201 .
20,000 -:626,909° . 4 7 5
2,000 s g <
Total S 1000 o ‘1:’:;49, T
ibﬁiéﬁai Soé1al Security Administration,—U.s. Bureau of ‘the v%//////:*vi
0 Census, The Sngex,of Income. and’ Edncation (1976). <

N ~ - E 1 N
. .
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Vetecans v<enef:ltt§ (Subfunction 702) /’///f//'_;7 St ot

The Veterans Readju mnnt Program will provgde $2 6 billionl~
In financial assistance ‘t0. Te2 million ‘véterans-attending college
n fiscal year 1978. As with’ social security benefits, but  in
ontrast to -other student -assistance programs, the -Veterane’-

-ducational benefit program-is ‘not- "needs based ;""" that s, two

itudent veterans with the same number of dependents but different
.ncomes or attending differéntly briced scboola receéive tne same .
1ward. Because manygveterans are self-supporting students,
0- -percent -of the participating veterans ‘have™ family incomes—*
inder $15,000 and more‘t an 90: percent are from families earning

ess ‘than: $25, 000 (see Tab: le: 9Y. ,rt’ - .
R ol ! .— :"T"‘;:” >
~ * i . - i <y, -
- . - 26 - 1 - « s
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stribition is derived fromia ‘Congressional Budget

“estimate, based.on 1976 Survey of Income and -
ion, adjusted," UsSs Bureau of the Census.
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Emms| tax expenditures will provide §2 biilién
benefits. in.Fiscal vear-1078+ —Paitdosmmtat
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~¢ion,§f ‘benefits o higher-=income ‘gtudents and families is
- appreciably greater :than -that -of direct spending programs. About
- . 41 percent of the -benefits will go to taxpayers with incomes
) *  above $25,000. -There is considerable.variation in the distribu-
' tion of benefits among the -various tax expenditures. - -for
example, only 10 percent of the implicit tax Jupenditure for
scholarships (which are not taxed) goes to families with incomes
above. $25,000 while 23 percent of the dependency .exemption
expenditure goes to families in that income range (see Table 10).

<, - TURES, BY INCOME CLASS, FISCAL YEAR 1978: IN MILLIONS
OF DOLLARS AND- PERCENTS PR : I
- — . . ____ __ IncomeClass Y Vi
P *Expenditutg $0-15,000 $r5,000§2§,000;'$25,000f Incomes
+ -Exclusion of -~ - ST T s i
LScbolarsﬁipg, . o ST
: ~ ‘Fellowships. N w7 oo
L Dollars .~~~ 197 . © 68 30 295
: ’ Percent . 67 - 23 10 100 -
Dependency s - - :
: Exemption o ' : -
_Dollars . 308 . \ 28 1T 770
e “Percent . 7 R N ¥ 23 . 100 -
: _ Contribution = o :
.Deduction a/ ST T . C. .
(Individyal) - a - o . B
. . ‘Dollars s- . 6 18 561 © 585
- Percent 1 . 3y %6 ’ 100:
- G.I. Benefits " . ‘ -
‘Exclusion - - -
Dollars 158 . 30 12 _ 200
Percent 79 - 15 - - 6 100
Soc. Security ! (
Benefits S - ‘ ’ - - :
, ~ Exclusion ‘ - .
L » .Dollars a J1 18 - 18 107
— /" Percent 66 ; 17 - 17 100
i ‘All- Tax ¢
‘Expenditures o i -
o Dollars -, . 740 - 419 798 1,957
T “Pertent._ 38 21 .. 41 100
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office estimate.-based on Treasury
* Department data. - e
- a/ Does not includ¢ corporate contributions.
v v -
4 ; - 28-
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. TABLE 10. ESTIMATED™ DISTRIBUTION -OF POSTSECONDARY TAX EXPENDI-
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L "+ These tax provisions ‘have -a fixed Ympact on ,educational
e institutions. The _current provisions® that provide relief - for
students” and their families fiay improve the competitive position
of less expensive public schools because they provide the same
constant dollar ,:gduét::;ﬁr;. for -all families g’t:ha't: ‘have -the same-
marginal  tax frate. - The -dollar reduction repr sents a larger
# percent”reduction in the- cost of a lesds expensive school and
thus. might make" that school more attractive to ‘the student. oOn
the other ‘hand, privaté,-instititions “and "largér, more prestig-
ious,” public -schools "garner most of ithe” contributions madé to
colleges and universities; thus, the -psovisfon that allows
- deduction of contributions “wirks clearly to. thé  advantage o6f
these schools and to .the families -who -contribute to.them.

« v . -
- S - . -
+ <« M
- - ’
>

» . £

-

7A.total of $10.2-billion--dn additional™$0.3 billion. dver
e’ a2l year 1978 level=-would be required to maintain’ the
existi set of postsecondary education ‘p,iquga‘xES‘,at the curr....
: - :policy sevel of commitment for fiscal year 1979 (see Table m.
SO 9/ The largest portion of this funding, ‘more than_ $3.8+billion,,
: would go into the major student assistance programs. Approxi-
mately 80 percent of these- funds would be channelled to students

“ o

: . , S - ' ‘ Rl
> — R B ¢ ‘f
v\ ) ) - . o A

2/ Current. policy assumes sufficient fiunding "is provided to
« - maintain programs at their current real dollar value in
~ future years. Curreit policy assumptions 'fdt’.thg' Basic
. Educational Opportunity Grarts program maintaifis funding. at
‘the level appropriated in .fiscal year 1978; thus the ef-.
s rfective: maximum award 1is $1,600, ‘and the .amotnt of . assets
excluded from consideration ,in determining family contri-
- T buticn is £17,000. ‘Current policy assumptions for ‘the
’ ‘Guaranteéd Student Loan. program hold the: number of loans for
fiscal ye~r 1979 at fiscal year 1978level. The size of an
. average lcsin 1is projected to: increase “slightly to compensate
¥ partially for projected increases An the costs of attending
college, Curféent policy assumptions. for all -other post-
. secondary’ediacation ‘programs included within the Higher
e Education Act (budget subfunction 502) increase spending by
9.:1’pe.gcgnt;, the CBO estimated- increase in the costs of
. providing higher ediucation services. Social security and
veterans’ fbenefits are increased by 6 percent based on the

S estimate “of changes in-the Consumer Price Index. -

- - - ¥
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THE 'EFFEET OF ‘E_X'I{ENDI‘I‘{(} CURRENT POLICY TO FISCAL YEAR 1979~ - -
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R . TABLE 11 DISTRIBUTION“OF——FUNDS AND RECIPIENTS ‘FOR., HIGHER ERU-
SR ‘CATION, BY BUDGET SUBFU'NCTION‘ BUDGET AUTHORITY IN—
. ’ MILLION DOLLARS, RECIPIENTS IN THOUSANDS, BY FISCAL

' / *. .  YEARS ) ] .
e ‘ S " Percent
T - RN . . Co L 1978 1979 ' Change
- f Subfunction 502: (Higher Education) . ] . ‘\\\
D Student Assistance i o .
= . . Budget aithority . . §3,785 3,864 21
I Recipients ° ) " 6,352 5,789 ~8+9: )
. ——Other Higher Education T, D - It
T v Budget authority N T 341 372 9.1
%j,,' . 'Subfunction 601 (Social Security) 41. e B -
T e Budget authority o 1,446 1,580 9.3
i oy Recipients - C e L 2127 749 . 3.0
;, -7 :Subfunction 702 (Veterans vanefits) L o .
Y Budget aqthority - . 2, 094 2;056 . ':1'8
o ‘Recipients . < . 1,18 1,007 ~15.1
éi,,— :Tax Expenditures--Expected Forgone: Revenue - ) .
i - (millions -of dollars) o 2 212 2,337 5.7
S 0 Total ¢ <. 9,878 10,209 3.4
L -

from families with incomes under $15,000 (see Table 12)- Thus,
as in previous years, most of these funds would be applied to
:the goal of ' enhancing equal educational opportunity. Extend=
ing -current policy to fiscal year 1979 -would include $0.3 billion
for institutional aid. Most of this would ‘fund programs designed
‘to: aid ‘the educationally disadvantaged. -

-

. . The current policy costs. of the postsecondary” components
of “the social security. program ($1 6 billion) and the veteran°
creases. in‘benefits and the anticipated increases and'decreases

: in the number of recipients: Tax expenditures would. provide a
: ‘benefit of $2.3 b’llion.
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- TABLE 12. ‘ngcgk)féxj;zsringuran OF STUDERT "ASSISTANCE FUNDING ° -

s - ~ 'UNDERNFISCAL YEAR 1979 CURR; _ ‘POLICY a/: BENEPITS
C ©7 IN MILDIONS OF DOLLARS, WACIPIENTS IN THOUSANDS ..
: Program . - . Family Tncomé - - . A1}
. $0<15,000.. ~$15,000~25,000 $25,000+ Incomes
Basic Grants -+, . - R o
Recipients :- 1,898 272 ©0 2,170
Benefits -z 1,732 126. - - 0 1,88b/ .
S T - Suplémental Grants | , ' - L ‘
e Tt Recipients - 388 - - T6* 9 473
enefits Co2820 - 49 : 4 295
© .. Direct Lgénb‘ ] I F ‘
27" .7 Reciplents s 7505, 2712 - - 867, 863
. ‘Benefits 204. 105 - -7 46 - 355
[ LI . L »
e ~ - .-Chbllege Work-Study - - . ]
P 5 -+ “Recipients 501 201 61 763
: Senefits 326 116 41 481 -
Guaranteed Loans . 7 o
3 -Recipients 515 - 438- ) 83 1,036-
Banefits - 264 225, 43 532: ¢/
) SSIG ' . B
- Recipients- ) - . - i - 280.
:. . Béhefits N - - - - 70
S ALl Programs’
’ - Without SSIG . . )
) . ‘Recipients’d/ 3,807 1,259 - 239 5, 305
. " Benefits , 2,766 - 621 134 _ 3,521
- ALL Prograns S
: Recipients - - - 5,585
Benefits - - - 3,591 e/
a/ ‘Assuming independent students are distributed in. proportions
: . equivalent to dependent -students. .
b/ Total cost of the BEOG program would ‘be $1+.912 billion;
, amount .available -to students would -be $1858. $24-million
T of total goes to administrative -costs and $30 million goes .
" to nonpostsecondary students.- C . T,
- © &/ Total cost, of the GSL ‘program would be. $529 -mi1116n. Subsidy
- payments-.for -current “loans. or loans in repayment would be
- “ $338 million; remainder covers default payments.
- 4/ Duplicated count of recipients who receive -more ‘than one type. . -
s . - of federal asiistance. e A
e/ With -added costs reflected in footnotes b- & e, total cost -
would be $3.9°billion. . .,
s SR
] ' [ .44 ]
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; rfederal -student assistance- have been proposed by :the Congress and
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CHAPTER-III.  MAJOR LEGISLATIVE'PROPOSALS FOR PISCAL YEAR 1979

- rE E— E— = = S

-
-~

Five pajor proposals that would increase sign ficantly

the Administration. While these prOposals all -have basically
the same purpose--increasing student assist:ance to- middle-income
families-~they differ in the sgtrategies t:hey embody for -achieving

this goals The two- differen mechanisms for providing federal

assistance are: - - ) -

- - - -

‘o PfovidiﬁLAssist:ix{Ce Through Existing Student Assist--

ance Programs. ~ The Administration, the Senate Human
b Resources Commit:t:ee, and  the House Educatign -and- I.abor
Comit:t:ee all have presént:ed prOposalf that - wm{id ~ut:ilize

-existing student assistance programs, primarilyk Basic -

. Grants -and Guarantgéed Loans, | to. provide aid to middle~
inconie families. )

+

.Senate Finance and - House Ways ‘and Means Comit:t:ees have:

- changes. to provide greater assistance to students from middle- *

s Lproposed assistd:ng middle-.income\families by -allowing
those: with students® tOv claim ‘a_tax credit: for tuition
expenses. . - . . g
In- t:his .chapt:er éach of t:hese ‘five propOsals is discussed.
The: major components. of each are presented, and. »t:he probable

impact: -on ‘the ubudget:ary cost:s and- dist:ribut:ion -of benefit:s are -

analyzed. “The proposals are tcompared wit:h respect; ~to” how they
address the federal goals of .achieving eqdalit:y of educat:ional
Oppogt:unit:y, reducing the burden -6f ‘college costs, and assuring a
st:rong and diverse educat:ional syst:em. .

5 . S -, e

,‘ LS

~

- v-‘P'ROPO SALS. PilOVIbING _ASSISTANCE mmﬁémnmzc"’f- SPENDING PROGRAMS

]

. 3 3

'I'he Basic Grants program is the primary focus: of a11 three
of the prOposals for providing’ ‘assistance through direct: spending
programs . ‘Bach of the. three proposals relies on a unique set of:

~ income fsmiliegc There .ate. two changes, however, that all t:hree

1

.0 Providing Assist:ance Through Tuit:iOn “Tax. Credit:s. The -
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- proposals sgharé in common. . Bach .woqlg fund the Basic Grants *

-
3 e " . -
- -
‘ ~ 3
]

program at its fully authorized. 'level, thus increasisg the
maximum award from $1,600. to $1,800, and ‘each would increase from

- $17,000 to $25,000 the- amount .of assets excliyded from consider~ -

ation in- determining. the family“s contribution to the student’s

educatiop. These two changes: woyld cost $314 :mil.li'on-fl;iprg*tha!r“““*";

extending current policy to' fiscal year 1979 and would provide
405000 more awards. The full-funding -option of a maximum grant

-of $1, 800 and -an asset exclusion of $25,000 1is used -as- the- base .

in comparing the various Basic Grants proposals.

1 4

% . /\J N - , M
“ “ ~
. - .

—'fhg Administration’s Iiroﬁ‘o’s’ai ’

The‘rA‘dminist:,gat;j.bn—'vsv Ppropo#al -would increase the funding f,o:;
Basic Grants and-College Work-Study, plus raise -the eliribility
limit on Guarafteed Student Loans feom $25,000- to $40,000. adjust- -
ed family income. 1/. The major component of -the President’s
proposal- is a modification of the Basi¢ Grants. program that
would: - .

-

0 Increase the family Iiving allowance considered nondis- - -

‘cretionary income by $750 for each family.

o~ Change the treatment of self-supporting students by in-

- creasing from $1,100- to. $3,490 Jfhe income recognized as

needed to sustain a single student and by reducing the

assessment on assets of self-supporting students ‘with

- families from 33 percent 'to 5 percent in line with assess-
ment ratés-for other families. . .

o] 'Providef -a guaranteed award of $250 to :fuli-j::l,me dependent

students or independent students with -dependents from fam-

ilies with incomes below $25,000.

With these -changes, the cost of ‘the Basic -Grants program for
fiscal year 1972 would be $3.1 ‘b1llion, -an, increase of $1.0 bil-
lion over the fully funded current program for fiscal year

Eal

- = -

1/ Adjusted family income represents the families’ taxable
income. -$40,000 in adjusted family income is equivalent to
.an -average gross income of $47,000. .

P -

-
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1979. 2/ The revised program woild reach 4 v million students,

an increasé of“?“sxmillion, or more .than 100 percent, over.a
fully funded current program.- Roughly\2.3 mfllion students -would
Teceive the $250 guaranteed grant.

7

.Congressional Proposals

Senate. The Senate Human Resources. Committee ‘has--approved a

111 (S.. 2539) that expands- the Basic Grants .program, . -extends

eligibflity for. Guaranteed: Loans to all students, and. increases
the authorization for Supplemental ‘Grants and cgllege Wbrk-Study-
»As with the Administration proposal, the most significant -changes
-are proposed for the -Basic Grants -program. In. addition to fully

S

funding the program-at its authorized level ($1800 maximum grant)

.and increasing the asset -exclusion to $25 000; the Senate .pro-,

posal decreases ‘the assessment rate on disposable income.

'Currently, £amilies are ‘expected to -contribute ‘toward:a studeot 8
‘education 20° percent of the first :$5,000 of disposable income

(that -amount above™ the. basic family living allowance) and 30
percent of the remaining disposable income. The ‘Senate proposal
lowers this expected -contribution: to 10.5 percent for "all -dis-
posable income. These altezations would- result in a: Basic Grants
progran costing $3 3 billion 1n; fiscal year 1979, an: increase of
$1.2 billion over - fu11 funding for 1979«

Housé. Tthe House Fducation and Labor Committee ‘has reported
the ""Middle Income Student Assigtance- Act of 1978" (H.R. 11274).
The proposed changés- to -the Basic -Grants program- in ‘this: ‘bil1l are
‘the..same: as' those presented- in the Senate (fully funding to $1800
awvard level, increasing ‘the asset exclusion to $25,000, and
reducing -‘the .assessment rate on discretionary income to 105

rpe.cent), 3/ except that the House: bill includes the Admin
'istration 8. two- provisions for self-supporting-students. " These

-

4
I

. 2/ For - the Basic ‘Grants program, projected incomes and -edu-

cational costs are altered to reflect estimated inflationary
effects.

]gj The House proposal also iacludes a provision for funding

Basic Grants if the program is not funded at the fully
authorized level. In svch .a case, the assessment rate would
be adjusted upward from-10.5 percent to 12 percent.

- . 34

1t wouid reach. 3.7-
,million students, an _ increase of 1.5 million, or 66 percent.




- percent. These two “provisions add an add;tio;xgt ‘cb"g\t. of $131
- i:g],;].‘izbn- to the bill -and: increase _the “numbeér 'df":;'ec;ipizgm;fs‘, by
. 46,000, ‘The overall -cost -of theé Basic Grants program with these

.~ ~changes would be $3.4 billion, -an increase. of $1.3 ‘b1llion above -

© .~ full Funding: of “the ‘cyrrént .programs. . Tt would reach.more than.
* 3.7million students.. . - PR R s
) The ;Hc}i;sé version propgses 's'].'i‘ghg:l'yi -different Aalterations to-

the. Supplemental :Grants. and_Work-Study programs, and' includes a
proposed small increase in ‘funding for the State Studeat In-
centive Grants program. The House also-would extérd-eligibility
for Guaranteed Student “Loans to all students. g

L ) . ' ) . L( T . . ] ]
- EROPOSALS FAOVIDING ASSTSTANCE THROUGH TUITION TAX GREDIT

~  Both-the Sép'g’t;e— ‘and’ the House havé -before them bilis that
‘would provide tuition tax credits to assist’ .middle~1iiicome fam-
114ies. - T e .

- Senate.: The Senate ‘Finance Committee has reported "the
‘Tuition: Tax Relief Act of 1978," -an amendsent to H.R. 3946. &/
This 11l would gradually, introduce -tuition ‘tax .credits .over the
" -span-of five years-.. Beginning August 1, 1978, individuals “could.
claim a credit equal to 50 percent of tuition -and fees, with a
maximum credit of -$250 per student for -expenses incurred in
full-time. undzrgraduate colleges or vocational schools. On
August 1, 1980, the credit would be increased to. a maximum of
$500, and elementary. and secondary” school, students would become
eligible. On .August 1, 1981, graduate students and part-time
Students would become .eligible. The revenue loss associated with
this bill increases appreciably as the size of the allowable
credit 1s increased and the eligible population 1is expanded.

House. The House Ways and Means Committee has reported

‘HeR. 12050, which -would introduce a tuition tax credit gradually
‘over a three-year span. This. bi1ll differs from the Senate

~  Finance -Committee tuition .tax credit proposal in a number of

4/ H.R. 3946 is an act to suspend the tariff duty on certain
grades of wool. : T .
35
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" I1ability.

—

‘ways .

First, the~Ways and Means bill is nonrefundable, that is,

the taxpayer can receive a credit -only up to the limit of -his tax

-dents .who: attend: .school more than ‘half-time; -

Second, the bill appliés only to undergraduat:e st:u-

and 1s limited ito L

‘25 percent- of ‘tuition and. fees.

And finally, the maximum’ credit:

. THE rﬁﬁdr:-oxf 'CW.;?ROPOSAAI{S— '

allowed in H.R. 12050 would be. -much 1ower .than the levels pro-

" posed in, the Senate: $100 for calendit year 1978, $150 for 1979,

and- $250 for 1980, aft:er which t:he program would be t:erminat:ed‘. ;
unless renewed. - . o . '

N I - - s
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Impact: of Proposed Changes t:o t:he Basic Grant:s Erogram

. /
e Each Basic ‘Grants plan has a somewhat différent impact:‘

As ‘Table 13 shows, -the Administ:rat:ion/ proposal would provide

-:the’ great:est: number, ‘of grants;. but:/ the average grant would -be

much smaller because most -of t:he/st:udent:s would “teceivé -only the =
$250 minimum grant. *The’ Senat:e\and House bills, on the other =
-hand, . would .provide fever /grant:s but: ‘those available would be,

much larger. Under t:he§e proposals, the average grant for a
recipient-in -the- 320,0/00 to $25,000: income- class would be ap-
proximately '$575. -Unlike ‘the President’s proposal, ‘however;, less:

than fifty” pérce it of the -gtudentd from families in this income

range muid/qualify for grants. - The House bill provides  larger
average grants to lower~income families because most -independent :
‘studentgs- ‘fall in these lower-incomewcatego;ies, and H.R. 11274 ~ .
inéludes the ‘two provisions to-assist’ {ndependeént students. - For )
e mple, st:udent:s in the lowest income group, $0 'to $5,000, would -
Yenefit most from the House proposal which would increase each R
grant $188 on average, to. $1,257. - )

o+ fx"'v-e‘_/\
- . -ar,_‘\‘.'%‘-

Clearly, these: proposals would increase the empﬁ'as 8:%0 i~ iy
federal aid on the goal of reducing .the burden -of .college Fo8ks | P

for middle-income families. None of the proposals,. however, )
would reduce the commitment to -ensuring equality of Opport:unit:yu -
‘The Administration and ‘House Basic Grants proposals, in fact,.

-

would increase the funding related to achieving equality ;of :

opportunity by channeling more benefits to one specific sn}xb-
group--independent: students, many of whom have lower incomes.
None of the Basic Grant components address directly the goal* of

. assuring a strong system of higher education, but they wouldf no % -

doubt have some effect on this goal, too. Middle=income st:udent:s

3% -

-
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“TABLE. 13:.~ DISTRI
-CURREM]
OPPORTI
YEAR 1
u:nnzon

Incoie
Class

$o-5 000
Recip;gptsr

Benefits .
-~ Avg. Auurd:

$5-10,000 -
Recipients
--Benefits
Avg. -Award

$0-15 000 ]
Recipientsr
_Benefits
Avg. Award,

$15;2o;qqo
Recipients-

_ Benefits

"Ayg.,Avgrg—;

$20-25,000-
Recipientsr
‘Benefits:
Avg. Avard- -

$25 000+ r
Recipients
‘Benefits
.Avg; Award

Subtotal
Rccipients
- Benefits
Avg. Avard

-Administrative -
Offsets (mil-
lions of
dollars).’

Total COsts
(millions i
of dollars) y




= __Pull Yunded - Proposal ___‘Proposil Proposal
lecipients. “437 . 452 - . 441 h4T
lenefits .. = 467 T 562 - - 469 .562 ¢
vg, Award 1,069 1,243 . 10063 1,257 -
0,000 o S L T
lecipients 777 - 959 - (7157 . 804 . -
enefits + 855 T 916 - 881" 910- .
vge Avard . 1,100 1,018" . 1137 1,13
5,000; - . S s T
ecipients " 691 T 1,220 822 834
enefits: 565 - 187 823 833
vgs Avard 818 :645.- 1,001 -'999.
2b9®6‘ X N ) - ‘ - :
ecipients- 269 957 - 676 - 677
enefits . 154 - 385 T 541 . 545
vge Award - = :572. 402 - 809 " ""805
25,000 - ) e
eciplents .35 . 1,135 . | 646 ‘644,
tnefits 13 o729 .. 3700 -. 371
'8+ Avard: - A oo 256 573 576-. -
306;" h ) - . ,7 ) L ;
seipients R . -0 L3122 . 512
nefits 0 0 125 125
g Avard - 0 --0: 401 _ 401
total o o )
lecipierits 2,209 4,723 3,672 3,718
lenefits - 2,054 3,001 3,215, 3,346
vg. Avard - 930 635- - 876 900
| - ) 3
inistrative
sets (mil- -
ms of ," -
lars).” ' 54 7t
otal CO;té" .
nillions . . o
£ dollars) 2,108 3,286 3,417
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-~ family incomes up to '$40,000: - /The -Administration also -proposes
" raising the special -allowance subsidy paid to banks by :one=-

T . half perccnt. The Adminisf?atibn projects that these changes

would increase dramatically ‘the size of ‘the: Guaranteed ‘Student -
‘Loan. Program--that ‘not’ -only: wbuld -student loan portfolios in-
‘crease sufficiently ‘to absorb/ the newly eligible borrowers, hut -
’that the overall participatio rate would ‘rise from 11 ‘percent 'to

) 13 percent -of those eligible.; - :

. o Lo

e

4

© .  There is "no adequate éay ‘to verify the Administration ‘8 .f

- ‘assumptionsg; ‘they are only oné .of sevéral ‘possible responses- by
banks to the- proposed changés. The Administration 8 assumptions -
and two other:possible response patterns are examined here-. -

- Lenders Increase. Significantly ‘Loan- Availability.f 1f the
lending institutions- respond: as expected by ‘the Administration,
~there would be 1.6 ‘million: loans ‘dispensed: in fiscal year 1979,
an incresse -of - 400, 000" over fiscal year 1978 (see Table 14). |
This increase includes -about 200, 000 newly eligible students from~™
higher-income families and--an increase in the- participation
rate. of eligible ‘students from 11 percent to- 13 .percent. Asstm=. ..
ing the’ .average- 8size ‘loan is‘$1 600, the ‘total disbu ‘sement for
loans 1in fiscal year 1979° would: be $2.5 billion. 1hé federal
interest subsidy for this. loan volume, including ‘the proposed
increase, would be $255 million. ) .

+

- ' I N

* 3

-




ain current level of funding student loans; portfolios
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Table 15 sghiows ‘the :revenue 1¢gs -and -distribution of -benefits
for fiscal year 1980 that are associ&ted with the‘tuition tax
credits currently proposed in ‘the Senate. -and 1in the House. 6/

o

Senate. In- the Senate, there 18 a discrepency between
-the &anguage of the ‘Senate Finance Committee bill itself and the
language of the accompanying report. with respect to -the way in-
which other forms of student financiél assistance (grants and

included in gross income must be used to Feluce eligible edL-
cational’ expenses "‘(tuitiions .and- fées) prior to. determining
eligibility ‘for the tax c edit. Thc ‘report (reflected in colurm-
B .of Table- '15) indicates that scholarships and’ -grants should L

designated for all educational -expenses. “Thus- eligibility £or ™
i

- the .credit is: reduced only by the the proportion -of “student aid

applied toward tuition: and fees. - Analyses -of the costs- and

~distribution. of‘benefits areé provided for hoth interpretations of
" ‘the Senate bill in Table 15. : g

*

3 1

The difference in total benefits and in the distribution of

these- benefits 18- quite substantial for these two interpreta-
tionse. Allowing ~grants: and scholarships to be- ‘applied to all
educational éxpenses; increases“the ‘benefdt provided. by 55 per~
:cente Requiring student .assistance to be applied only against
‘tuition- would: provide,la percent:of thé benefits to families with

incomes: under $15,000. Approx'mately 31 per__ent would -accrue to

families with incomes between: $15,00Q and $25 000, and 35 percent
,of the benefits. would go to ‘fai’ “es with incomes above $25,000.

8. 18 in -sharp contrast to assming ‘that student assistance 1s
applied to all educational expenses. -Under. this interpretation,
3% percent -of . the benefits would accrue to fandilies éarning less
than $15,000, 29 pércent would: go to those githﬁincogggAbetween

7§15,000 and $25, 000, and: 39 percent would -go to families with
incomes greater than $25, OOOu h , -

*

-6/ The Senate tuition tax credit proposal includes, elementary,. *

-saecondary and postsecondary education. The analysis provided.
in this paper, however, exanines the costs and distributional
effects associated only with the postsecondiry ‘education’
portion -of the tax credite. Appendix A includes the costs and
distribution of benefits for refiundable and nonrefundable
portions of the bill. Separate:tables are provided.for th=
total bill -and—for_the postsecondary pcrtion only. °©
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TABLE 15. POSTSECONDARY TUITION TAX: CREDIF PROPOSALS--DISTRISU~
' . TION.OF'BENEFITS TO FAMILIES IN VARIOUS INCOME CLASSES - :
. * FOR H.R. 3946, PROPOSED, BY THE SENATE FINANCE COM-
. MITTEE (LANGUAGE' OF BOTH TRE BILL AND THE REPORT) i
’ AND -H.R. 12050, 'PROPOSED BY THE'HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS. :
"COMMITTEE, FISCAL-YEAR 1980 a/: _NUMBER OF -FAMILIES IN. E
THOUSANDS, -BENEFITS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS, AVERAGE __ :
. FAMILY :AWARDS. IN DQL,I{ARVS, s ' ‘4’
T T ‘
* * Income - Senate Senate ‘House - :
Class. -~ ~ - Bi11 - Report - Bi11 - :
< ae - - TR e -
§0-5;000 ‘ T :
- Pamilies o -, - 174 762 ’ 147 -
" ‘Benefits- -, -29 7 122 ] 8
' 7 Avge Award - ¢ . - 167 - . '160- 54 -
© TiAh L, _.,. o
$5-10,000. . FEE .
© Families . 130 ] 528. ° ‘605
Benefits TT22 - - 89- . 41 : =
‘Avg. Award '169: 169 . 68 .
$10-15,600 _ ‘ _ - , : , '
‘Families- 224 * 7,660 ) 898 . ]
LBenefite, «. - 50 ¢ “ 144 O [ < s )
Avg. Avard - 223 218 . -88 .
$15-20,000. ., . . R = i
~Families T . 388 678 ~ 968 o
‘Benefits. 79 156 - = 99 =
Avg. Avard . 204 " 230 102 . .
- $20-25,000 ' . - : :
Families - 571 631 -892 .
Bemefits N 143 167 101 ;
Avg: Avard- 250. 265- : 113 ,
$25, 000+ _—
Families - 1,530 1,599 2,195
Benefits . s 394 = 433 284
) © Avge. Award. v 258 271 129 -
. - ; -
Total i . .
Families 3,017 4,858 5,705
-Benefits - 717 1,111 . 612 -
Avg. Award 238 229 107
a/ Fiscal year 1980- 15 used rather than £iscal year 1979 for- two \
- reasons. First, tax credits claimed in fiscal year 1980 most o~
closely ‘approximate- benefits received in academic year,
1979-1980;. and -second; . 1980 1is the first fiscal year -which
reflects a full calendar year of -eligibility for the tax
. credits ' ’ :
P ST 7 s
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- 3
-t x
- e, I - _




1ndrpendent,students. 8/ .-

[ —

‘House. The House Ways and Means prgposal (H.R. 12050) would
allow scholarships. and grants to be designated for all educa-
‘tional expenses, similar. to_the language of the Senate Finance
Committee: report. The House bill would distribute 21 percent of .
the benefits to families with incomes .under $15, 000, 33 percent
to middle-income families with incomes between $15,000 and -

25 000, and 46 percent to families with incomes greater than ~" -

$25 ,000.

In both the Senate and the FHouse proposals, "the average
family tax credit. would be greater for ‘higher-income families
than for lower-income families. This ‘occurs because students
from higher-income families are more lkely to attend higher-cost _
institutions, are less likely to receive other forms of student
assttance that would be discounted: from the tax credit; and are

more 11kely'to have more- than one :student in college at the same
time>. In 1975, over 20 percent,of the higher-income families -
(over $25,000) with childrén in college had two or more in school
at the same time; while only 3 percent of, the lower-income
families -(under $6,000) with children in college ‘had: two or
more students attending at the same time. 7/

Average famxly tax credit figures, however, may- be: mis-

leading. In nost cases the family unit is the -nuclear family in L;

which-the student 1is the dependent member-. Independent students,
however, are- reflected as families in: these figures. Most,
independant’ students' have incomes under $15,000; thus, many of
the,famlly units in the lower-inrJPe categories actually include

~—

7/ U.S.. Bureau of the Census, 1975 Survey of .Income and Edu-
cation. ) e ’ ) . B

8/ 1t is difficult to estimate hov many 1ndependent ‘students
attend college or what the demographrc characteristics of
independént students are because theré is not uniform agree-
-ment on who constitutes an independent -student. . For tax
-purposes, a student would be independent 1f he claimed
himself as an exempticn. But the Basic¢ Grants program has
more rigorous standards, requiring that a student be "fi-
~.nancially independent for at least one ‘full yeaf before being
- classified as independent. In addition -to. ‘this da2finitional
problem, 1t 1s difficult to determine much -about independent
students. Some data.  are available, however, (continued)
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Qpe:éighifiqght—d@ffe:enée'bggwéen ‘the bills 4s that- the .. ;
Sénate bill would provide for a refundable credit, whereas ithe - =
House version is nonrefundable. The Senate bill ‘would -assure a '
family the tp:alzqmountlbfvcrgdit,fp: which: it -qualifies~~if the ;
family’s total taxes were less than the credit, the fanily would
receive a refund from:-the government.. The House version, on the
other hand, would allow a cregit only up to tha level of a
family’s. total tax 1iability. _For ‘this.-reason, -the Ways -and
Means bill would ‘provide very 1littlé benefit to families with
incomes under $10,000.because their- tax 11iabilities are typically
‘quite low. ' , S , -

In general, tax credits provide some benefit to individuals
in all indome ranges, but.they tend to provide a greater amount
of benefits to higher-income families. ‘Because of the distribu-
tional impact, a tuftion tax credit, like all existing tax
expenditures related -to education, would address most directly
the federal -goal of reducing -the burden of college costs.

-

GRANT PROGRAM ‘CHANGES - AND THE

A COMPARISON-OF-THE PROPOSED BASIC
TUITION TAX CREDIT -PROPOSALS B

Students from families. with incomés ‘between $15,000. and
$25,000. would receive appreciably more benefits f..om any of the
direct assistance proposals than from the: proposed tax credits.
‘Obviously, higher~income families- benefit. most -directly from a
tuition ‘tax credit. oL '

Lower~income fagilies would ‘benefit. most from either the
Administration Bgs;ngrangs_plan or the House Basic Grants-
plan. Much of chis—benefit,ihowgveg, would be directed to
independent students and not to students who are .dependent
members of 2 family unit. ‘Lower-income- families also would

from the Basic Grants program. In 1977, 1.3 million 1in~ -
dependent students applied for agsistance, an increase of 8 ’
.percent over 1976. The majority of these students; were
atypical -undergraduates in that they were older than a

-, normally progressing undergraduate. A large proportion, 61 -
percent, were either married-or single parents. Only 17 °
-percent were typical_gingle—undergraduatép under the age of
23.

»
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‘benefit quite substantially from a tax credit if ‘the credit vere
refundable and did not require that all other forms of financial
aid be deducted solely from tuition in determining eligibility
for the tax credit. The Senate Human Resources Committee ‘Basic

Grants—-proposal would provide less benefit to" low-income fam-
ilies, primarily because it does not include ‘the special pro-

“. visions for incfeasing—benefits for independent students, most of

whom have low inco nege . S

“1In sum, all of the proposals would :shift the emphasis of
federal funding toward achieving the goal of reducing ‘the burden
of college costs for middle-income familiee and students. None
‘of the proposals, however, would reduce the level o6f commitment

to the goal of achieving equality of educational opportunity. In

fact, most of the proposals would include at least a modest

incrzase in benefits for lower-income families. “The- direct
'spending proposals would focus the new emphasis on middle-income

families. Tax credits would ‘help middle-income families some-

‘what, but would also channel considerable assistance to higher-

income families. =t

s - =~

TABLE'I@.*"DISTRIBUTION -OF INCREHENTAL INCREASES OVER CURRENT  LAW

’ - OF MAJOR. STUDENT ASSISTANCE PROPOSALS BY INCOME CLASS?®
BENEFITS IN MILLIONS OF. DOLLARS, FISCAL YEAR 1979 FOR
DIRECS . SPENDING PROGRAMS AND FISCAL YEAR 1980 POR TAX
‘EXPENDITURE PROGRAHS

o :Admin.' Senate ’ anse’ = Senate'iSenate House
Income BEOG BEOG ‘BLOG Finance Finance Ways and
Class PrOpOsal Proposal PrOposal Bill Report Means Bill
$0-15, 000 R .
. Benefits 438 286 418 101 355 128
Percent 46 25, ~ 32 14 32 21
$15-25,000 -
-Benefits 509 750 749 222 323 200 -
Percent 54 64 58 3 29 - 33
$25,000+ , T
Benefits 0 125 125 394 433 ] 284
Percent 0 11 - 10 55 39 . 46
Total )
Benefits 947 1,161 1,292 717 1,111 612
Percent 100 100 - 160 100 100 100
46
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OPTIONS THAT ALTER FUNDING FOR DIRECT ‘HIGHER EDUCATION- STUDENT.
_\J — ,,W?’.
ASSISTANCE . '

CHAPTER IV. OTHER BUDGET OPTIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979

The Congress can choose between making major changes or
incremental .alterations in ifederal -funding patterns for post~
secondary education. The major changes, discussed 1n>Cﬁaptér
I1I, would redirect the emphasis of federal programs to reducing.
the -burden of postsecondary education for middle-income familifes.

This chapter examiheS—severaliother budget options to 11lustrate

the impact that relatively small but targeted incremental .changés

could have on achieving Spéclfic'objectivgag"lhe Optibggzanaly?;

student assistarce programs, and -

* o options chatj alter funding for iditgét' ﬂlgher.—edgcétibn

o options that change funding for institutional aid.

Il
i

Fow
: - e

: - oo !

fChahQiﬁg—the:Basic Grangs Program ' - /

i The primary fole,of the ﬁasic Grants prog:am—hasfbgenwfo
enhance equality of éducational opportunity by providing the
necessary financial resources for ‘the most needy students' to

‘obtain’ postsecondary education. Reducing -the burden of college

costs, however, always has been a 'secondary goal of the Basic

Grants program. Variqus'1ncremgnté1—chénges#to the Basic Grants

program-would have different effects on who benefits- and by how
much. . :

-

If the Congress wished to continue to focus on the goal

‘of enhancing equality of educational opportunity,” one effective
‘change would be to Increase the amount of money considered
necegsary to sustain a family (and thus exempted from considera~

tion in determining the family contribution to college expenses).
One approach of chis—type,'which,has.fecgived attention:. in the
past, would be to .use the Bureau of Labor Ztatistics (BLS) -
lower-living standard budget rather than the so-called Orshansky
poverty guideline that is used currently. Shifting to the BLS

of
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index would increase -the number of recipients of Basic Grants by -
19 percent (see ‘Table 17). Students from families with incomes
under $15,000 would receive 29 percent more bénefits. The
average -award in t:his income group would rise by $L40, or 14
. percent., - :

As with most inc,rement:al options, however, changing t:he
vfamily 1iving allowance affects more -than Just the population to
which aid is being targ’eted In this case, 1ncreased benefits.

" would also: be provided ‘to. students from middle-income families.
,Benefit:s -would 1nctease ‘more- than 2.15 ‘times current levels for -~
:students fron famil,ies with :lncomes over $15, 000, and average
awards for this ~group would increase 17 percent, Thus, dncre-
mentally 1ncreasing the level of income considered -necessary
to0 sustain a family- (nondiscretionary income) would not only
reinforce the fedéral commitment to equality of educational
‘opportunity,: but also would ‘help reduce the burden of cotlege
costs for middle-income families., ~As might be expected, t:hough
this single incremental change drives’ up ‘appreciably the costs of
‘the Basic Grants program, It .alone: would add -an additional $809
,million to the .program in fiscal yedr. 1979, an increase of
approximately 40 percent,. ) - 5 o .

-

an
*
[

On the other ‘hand, 1if the Congréss desired to focus ‘more
directly on reducing* the burden for middle-income students
'1ncome families, there ‘ar¢ a. number of 1ncrement:a1 changes to ’ ‘
the Basic Grants program that could be: ‘made. One particularly
effective alteration for focusing new aid solely on middle~income
students- involves: reducing ‘the assessment.rate on income above

> the family living allowance. At present, 20 percent of the -first

$5,000 of discretionary income and 30 percent of any amount over

- $5,000 1s .added to the expected family ¢ontribution to a stu-,

dent’s. college costs. Reducing .this rate to a 15 percent assess-

rment~of~axl~ discretionary income would increase the number of -

beneficiaries by 33 percent. Virtually all of the increases in.

) awards would go to students from families with incémes greater

T than $10,000, and the increased benefit actually would -grow as

T incomes go up; thus, students—from- families with incomes-between

: $20,000 and $30,000 would benefit much more from this change than

. they would from most other incremental changes. This alteration

S would increase the costs of the program $528 million in fiscal
i year 1979.




*  TABLE 17. DISTRIBUIION oOF RECIPIENTS AND. BENEFITS RESULTING. s
FROM INCREMENTAL BASIC GRANTS: ALTERATIONS, BY INCOME -
CLASS, FISCAL YEAR 1979: RECIPIENTS IN. THOUSANDS, :
BENEFITS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS ’ ] . .
S ¢ . o .-I[siz;g' - 'VV'Using' 152
- ] . $1,800 Maximum. - BLS Lower-  Assessment
Income - Award, $25,000 - Living ~. of Discretion-
Class- -~ Asset Exclusion al” Index ' = ary Income
(SRR A
= 4 [Recipients . 437 f 446 438 -
'_13;{35{;, Benefits _ 467 561 467 - »
b7 ss-10;000 .‘ . L .
i Recipients . 777 - . 818 © 779 '
Benefits ‘855 ) 976 873
. $10-15,000 R .
Recipients - 691 - . 884 800 . -
Be'nefit:.s .56% 888 718 .
'$15-20,000 . o
" Recipients 269 . c 537 ~ 559
- ‘Benefits . 154 ; 378: 361
: $20-25,000 o .
- . Recipients . 35 148: — 321
A Benefits 13 e80T 147
$25-30, 000 o . . ) :
- " Recipients . 0 0 44, e
- Benefits 0 .- 0 . 15 .
- - Total - ’ s o
Recipients | 2,209 2,842 2,941 .
Benefits 2,054 , 2,863 2,582
g ;a,/; This Base Plan assumes. the program is funded at the full
authorization level with a asaximum award of $1,800 and
an increase in the asset exclusion from $17,000 to $25,000. .,
, These are the -only two differences between this Base Plan
z-and current.policy. It assumes the Orshansky poverty index
and a cirrent assessment of 20ipercent’on’ the first $5;000 of
discret::lonary; income and 30 percent on. all discretionary
incone above $5,000. . . ]
: . z 49 ‘ B
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%“ S Changes in Funding of Other Student Assistance Programs |
_ S -
- Support of other 8tudent assistance programs could be -
changed- incrementally to ‘alter -the emphasis .of federal -programs. - J
on achieving the current mix of goals. The two student loan
: programs~-~gudranteed loans: (discussed in Chapter I1I) and direct - *
- loans~=are an important source of student asSistance funding that .
recently ‘have -received considerable attention. In addition,
changes have been proposed to the State Student Incentive Grant - .
progranm. - _—_ .. . . E
- National Direct Student Loan Program (ﬁDSﬁi. The. Ford
Administration ‘requestéd no funds for this program in the fiscal
year 1977 budget; funding, however, ‘was- xestored ‘by.‘the Congress.
President Carter has requested no increase An- funding for[this
; program for fiscal year 1979. The mdjor’ argument -against this- o
~ program- is that it “is an expensive duplication of an effort ;
- - better accomplished ‘by. the GSL: program, and it has been suggested :
" that the .programs- be merged. ‘Proponents of ‘the NDSL program,
‘however, point out that it provides assurance of a loan, program
for the ‘most needy students--an ‘assurance that ‘cannot be 1in-
—corporated into the present GSL program -that relies on- the good
£dith. and. willingness of -‘banks -and Sther lending ingtitutions to-
'provide loaas to low-income, high-risk student borrowers. -

Despite the fact ‘that NDSLs.are based on need they have not j*
been. particularly effective in providing ‘assistance to the most™’ ) -
needy students. In fiscal year 1978, it is: anticipated that 65 T
-percent of the NDSL recipients will come from families with :
incomes under $15;000. This is only marginally ‘higher -than the
63 percent provided: in the GSL program .to students in this
low-income category. So it appears that; -though -the NDSL-program
was: designed primarily to. enhance equality-of opportunity, it is
not much more effective in channelling aid to the-most needy ‘than
‘the GSL program, which was designed primarily to help middle-
income families, . .

) If federal funding for “the 'National Direct Student Loan -
program wére -diminished,” it is unclear how severe the overall
effect would be. Any reduction in the number of loans :would be
concentrated among students from lower-income families, since
‘they comprise 65 percent of the recipients of direct loans. But
participation in the program might not be curtailed sharply by a
reduction in federal funding. Direct loans are 'made from re-
volving loan fundqﬁhaintained by colleges and universities.

0
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Currently, of the:mo:e'than'3,%00~revoiv1ng funds at educational - -
’ institutions, over 700 are totally self-sustaining, requiring no * B
continued fedeval ‘capital “contribution, Thus, a reduction in s
federal funding would not gltér'thé'lending,pattggng of -the -700~ - -
self-sustaining funds at all. Many of the other 2,700 institu- -

. tiong have sizable revolving funds so- any rTeduction in federal . L

. capital contribuciohswwpuld—nét-significadtly alter the avail-.

ability of direct 1oans at these institions either.
-~ . State Student. Incentive Grants (SSIG). These grants offer a
. mechanism through which the federal . government could provide -
incentives -to scates‘thateﬁdpld'inc;ease the amount of avaiiable -
stgdentfaig'fqg'rélativglyvlittlg additional federal investment.
As with the GSL -program, the SSIG:progrg@,is,depeﬁdént—upqﬁ.
- coopération from other entities~~in this case the stdtes--so
2 ’ simply 4increasing the level of federal funding would not ensure
. program expatision. . i

- = . . LT
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OPTIONS THAT ALTER INSTITUTIONAL,AIDZPROGRAMS o T -
LAl : ool A1 PROGRAN:

. —
i3

, " Incremental changes -could: also ‘be made that would address
- ¢ directly the federal goal of assuring a strong ‘system of higher
- -education.  Approximately 10 percent of the ‘funding for post=
2 secondary -education 1is designed to ‘help educational. institu-
. tions. Among the programs--of this type are those authorized by
- g T}cle'VIl.of tie Higher Education Act of 1965, which, as amended )
au in 1976, authorizes the appropriation of "such sumg as. may be '
- necessary” ébgggl institut;gns'withuthé‘éosts'of,Campus<teﬁ6939'
2 tion and reconstfuction undertaken (1)ico—cﬁhse:ve—energy;‘(Z)’to -
meet environmental protection- standards and health and safety | { B
- requirémghté,g'or {3) to remove architectural ‘barriers to the
3 ~-—handicapped. Under this Title, $4 million was appropriated for
* 1institutional loans in fiscal year 1978, _But there is mounting
.. pressure from colleges and universities to\ipcieasg'thjs funding
- because Qnantibipated,incrgaSéa"in;éneigf costs are forcing
8 institutions to renovate their facilities c a, faster timetable
N than originally planned, ‘and because institutions are expending
2 - considerable amounts of money to accommodate Waﬁdicapped*petSOns;

5 R -- Compared to the $4 million that -has' been appropriated for
§ . construction loans, the American Council on Education (ACE)
projects that approximately $10 billion is needed for the types -
of éonstrpcéiqn and renovation ‘covered by Title VII. The ACE
further .suggests that $380 million be authorized in grants and

o
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The President originally requested $50 million in. loan funds
 for fiscal year 1979 to- ‘begin a federal effort. in this. area.

‘Subsequéntly -this request was changed- to- '$50-:million in grants. -

This change was- made because the Administration believes that
sufficient incentives are hot available to entice institu-
tions to borrow money to retrofit,buildings £0.. accommodate the

'handicapped. 3 -

. [
- -
- -

Eitber loans or grants would, cost the federal goverument”
about the same in. the short run, though a loan program costs less-

over ‘time. ‘because loans .are- repaid" In addition, it 1is not

clear that insufficient incentives are available to’make loans -

attractive. The rétrofitting of physical facilities to accommo=-

-_date.the handicapped is mandated by law and must be undertaken if

inscitutions are_to’ retain federal , funding,’ It seeis--as: thought

this mandate does- provide the incentive for institutions to-

.pursue such- projects, and low—interest loans would provide
substantive: relief., L - i i .- -

2

-

a

A

o~

J

~

Another form of institutional aid.is delivered through- the.
Special Programs for the,Disadvantaged. These ‘programs -have -been
appropriated: $115 million- .a- fiscal year 1978, A recent eyalua-
tion of one of ‘these programs, Upward Bound, with an -annual
-appropriation of $4- million, “shows_-that it has been effective .in
preparing and- encouraging Students from disadvantaged backgrounds
‘to enter and vemain in: college. 2/ Thus, incremental changes in
these programs may represent _an Téffectivé approach to enhancing
equality of educational opportunity. - f*_, I

Also, $120 million /has been . appropriated for developing
ingtitutions -in fiscal ‘year 1978. / These funds traditionally
have “been channelled to a select group of -institutions, many of
which serve predominantly disadvantaged minority stidents and

1/ Higher Education Expenditure Targets for FY79, a memorandum
from the American Council on Education to staff members of
House and Senate Budget Committees. -and Congressional Budget
Office,

/ U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Office of"
: ‘Education, Office of Planning, ‘Budgeting, and Evaluation,
‘Evaluation of the Upward Bound Proggam. A First Follow-Up,
1977, - o
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288{ated The 1atomecr o3 e v o oo«t€ population are being
assisted. - Tlie‘1oii,’g-,ra'ng'\"é.\,ixi’p’a_gf.ép\ild' be to dilute the focus, for

assisting ‘these unique types-of iastitut ions.

 The array of- alternative hudget -options presented in this
- -chapter ‘11lustrates -the ‘extent -to which incremental changes can.
‘be used: to effect change; ‘Obviously, major iggogfam' alterations,
‘8lch ‘as those discussed in Chapter III, dre mosy appropriate for
2 redirecting the major emphasis of federal programs. Incremental -
- changes are effective for channelling Jfunds to.specific areas or
. in making marginal changes ‘in- the: emphasis on various goals..
p - R . —_—
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LT i%The estimates;in this appendix are based on HiR. 3946, which. . - R
i - . _ provides for a .refundabie tuition ‘tax credit that would ‘provide e

3

7 up to 50 percent of. tuition ‘paid by a. family in any year up to- ° L
) / the :following maximum credits: Sy -

-

-+ vo- FiomAugust, 1978 to Guly 31, 1980: ,§50 to full-chhe . -
: . ‘undergraduate collegiate and° postsecondary: vocational
-education ‘tuition .expenses ‘and fees. - Tk .

‘éd _ - . - " ::!“

o From August, 1980 .through :July, 1981: '$A5,052t;6;?:'fq1?l-,tj@é .
undergraduate: collegiate > and postseccridary vocational

.% education tuition éxpenses and fees, .and to elementary and” * - ]

" secondary tuition expenses and fees, O T

, © ‘From August, 198Li-$500-¢o-aki-etomentary;. setondary, and -
% T postgecondary —students  for tuition expenseg and fees. =
e .o i . . '-s;::{:M : - o

. As repc-*ed from the Senate Finance Committee, there is a IR

disétepency between -the language of the bill and the language of
’*f “the -accompanying report -on- ‘how. other. .forms of student financial -
- assistance (grents_ and.scholarships)--should: ~be.--considered in I
¢ ‘determining how much. tuftion'a family hds to pay fn- any year. o h

Two complete- séts-of data are provided to- reflect the costs and :
~  distributiopis associated: “with “each interpretation.. ~—Tables- A-l
- and -A—ifﬁ refléct -the language: of -the bill, ‘which states that all S

other” foris 6f fihdncial assistance must ‘be deducted' directly =~ = ' °
T from qualifying expenses. (tuition -and. fees).. Tablés: A=3 2nd '’ L
;% . A<k are based on the language of the Teport, which Btdtes: that o
“%- “+ all gther forms of financial assistance can-be distributed at the - :
) " digeretion of donor to all educationil expenses. To approximate
R the effect of this provision, -other™forms of student assistance :

have'-beeii:"idi'stribti_ggg to all eddcational expenses, ,based on ‘the X -
proportion that each type of -. ‘ehse-represerits of .the ‘total )
- 8tudént budget. - The estimate l.. , ‘been adjusted to account for

T

. “*:'che;;{,_f_]:gw of st;“t‘idents,,,inf;p‘ and out of 7s¢hoo],. o -
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4 . TABLE A~l. . TOTAL COSTS OF H.R. ‘3946, BY REFUNDED AND NONREFUNDED, _ -
s COMPONENTS IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS, AND PERCENT DIS-
- TRIBUTION OF BENSFITS BY INCOME CLASS, ASSUMING THAT. ;
. ) ALL STUDENT AID GRANTS MUST BE USED’ TO. REDUCE ELIGI~ )
- BLE EXPENSES (TUITION AND FEES) PRIOR TO DETERMINING )
}t‘ ELIGIBILITY FOR THE TAX CREDIT -
o ey ¢ :
‘ ) Fiscal : , Refunded -Noarefunded :
- Year Total Cost. Component - Component :
— .. 1978 - 19 - - 19 \
: 1979 505 ‘ 76 429-
g 1980 937" 114, 723,
1981 2,233 . 255 2,028
. 1982 4.G19 Y 476 3,543 -
R 1983 3790 Y 552 4,238
- ‘;-"""",!-i;‘-“"“,"""'ﬂﬁ‘:‘-,"},“',;-?"',"'","',"!"",-:‘,""""';"'
e *
: U d;ff’"‘“ - - B .
e e E
. - :
D Income Class - Percent -of Total Batefits for*’l’uition Expenses
St . ’ , in Calendar Years R -
- - . TG — —
B 'Family Income 1978 1979 27}980' 1981 31982 1983 .-
: $o-s 000 & 4 3 ~ -5 -5 - 5
‘ $5-10,000 3 "3 3 3 5 5.
$10~15,000 7 7 8 9 9 9
-$15-20,000- 11 - 11 14 15 14 14
$20-25,000 19 20 19 18 18- 18.
' $25-30;009 - 16 17 16 15 15 17
" $30~40,000 20 20 19 17 17 17
$40-50,000 9 8 8 8 -8 8
$50,000+ 11 11 - 10 9 9 _ 9
L]
\, N
~ * \
. 58 T e~
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TABLE A-2., 'COSTS OF THE. POSTSECONDARY COMPONENT OF. H;R. 3946, BY
/REEUNDEg'AND NONREFUNDED COMPONENTS- (IN MILLIONS OF
/ DOLLARS), AND BERQENT‘DISTRIBUTIOS?DF BENEFITS BY IN-
I ' COME -CLASS, ASSUMING THAT ALL STUDENT AID GRANTS MUST
* BE ‘USED TO REDUCE ELIGIBLE EXPENSES (TUITION AND FEES)
/ PRIOR TO DETERMINING.ELIGIBILITY FOR THE TAX CREDIT -

. / ‘ — _
Fisecal | . Refunded « Nonrefunded
Year/ o~ Total Cost’ Component Component
" /I - . ] - J
- 1978 . 19 . - - 19
1979 - 505 B 76- A 429
" . 1980 , nr o . 114 603
- - 1981 . 1,301 - 202 1,099
- T /1982 .- , 2,226 . 352 . 1,874
1983 . 2,914 Y] s 2,472
é;'; - 7 l iad 7 7 7 ’ x}
RN Y
S . Percent of Total Benefits. for Tuition Expenses

- ) _ in 7Caléndar Years
Income Class 1978 ;1979 1980

1981 1982 1983

-

$0-5,000- R 4 7 7.7
$5~10,000 | 31 3 3 5 5 ™5
. . . $10-15,000 7 v 7 7, 8 9 9
S . $15-20,000. 11 ‘11 10 11 12- 12
‘ $20-25,000 ;19 120 19 18 18, 17
$25-30,0000 , 16 17 16 15 14 14
$30-40,000 | 20 3o 20 18 17 18-
$40-50,000 "+ 1 9 8 9 8. 8 8
$50,000+ P11 10, 12 10 10 10
;.S _ i A
1 1
i 5
r
A
y . A .
‘:%1’,‘ ( '\
\59 :
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- A‘t 7 ‘ 1 /‘:J;‘f -
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- T T ) Y
- TABLE A-3, 'I‘OTAL COSTS OF H.R. 3946, "y{REFUNDED AND "NONREFGNDED
) .COMPONENTS (IN MILLIONS OF DOLLARS), AND PERCENT D1S-
SN TRIBUTION. OF BENEELTS BY INCOME CLASS, ASSUMING THAT
- OTHER FORMS OF STUDENT AID (GRANTS AND SCHOLARSHIPS)-
o CAN-BE APPLIED TO ALL EDUCATIONAL EXPENSES," THUS RE-
Lo i DUCING ELIGIBILITY FOR THE ‘CREDIT ONLY'BY THE PROPOR-
| TION OF STUDENT AID APPLIED TOWARD QUALIFYING EXPEN-
1'. SES w5 . — . . .
) >
| Fiscal , . %, . Refunded Nonréfurdded.
Year Total'Cdst/f ~ Component "y Component
1978 25 ‘- 25
-~ 1979 751 153 598
‘- 1980 1,231° 241 : 7990:
. 1981 2,483 ; 452 2,431
1982 4,789 by 721 . 4,062
. 198}7 7 5,751 K 853 4,808 .
--------- —----'—---_7%;_-7-’-9-3..’:;7
5. X

-

?erbgnt:of TofaliBéngfits:for Tuition'E;pehées

L S o _in Ca. endar Years S
Income Class 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
" $0-5,000 11 11 7 8 8 8
~* $5+10,000- 8 8 6 7 7 P
_ . $10-15,000 12 0 13, 11 i1 i1 11
: $15-20,000 S N L ] 15° - 16. 15
- $20~25,000. 1% owse 1 6. . 16 16
$25=30,000 12 LIz 13" 13 M""13 13
: $30~40,000 15 14 ;- 16 15 ° 15 15
. $40-50,000 6 6. T 7 7 7
$50,000+ 8 __ 1" 9 + 8 8 8
. ’
/! g 60
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" TABLE A=~4, COSTS OF THE POSTSECONDARY COMPONENT OF H.R. 3946, BY
.REFUNDED AND 'NONREFUNDED COMPONENTS (IN MILLIONS OF
; ‘DOLLARS) , AND. PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF BENEYITS BY IN-
COME "CLASS, ASSUMING THAT ‘OTHER -FORMS OF STUDENT AID
} (GRANTS- AND SCHOLARSHTPS) -CAN BE APPLIED. TO- ALL EDI-
- CATTONAL EXPENSES, THUS REDUCING .ELIGIBILITY FOR THE
. CREDIT OKLY BY THE PROPORTION OF STUDENT AID APPLIED
TOWARD QUALIFYING EXPENSES .

i

Fiscal L "~ Refunded Nonrefunded

Year - * + Total Cost -Component Comporent
1978 -. 25, — 25
1979 - 751 153 598
1980 S 1,111 241 870
1981 - - - L,900 398 1,502
1982 2,998 602 2,396
1983 3,886 ) 749 3,137
..«............,.....--..-..q-.;\!---;,------;-&--
t
- . \
% Percent of Total Benefits for Tuition Expenses
in Calendar Years
Income. Class 1978: 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983
$0-5,000 i1 11 10 11 11 11
$5-10,000 8 8 8 8 8 ]
$10-15,000 12 13 12 12 12 12
$15-20,000 14 14 13 14~ 14 14
$20~-25,060 14 15 - 14 14 14 14
.. $25-30,000 12 12 C 12 12 - 12 12 )
- $30-40,000 5 - 14 15 i5 3 15 5 —
© . $40~50,000 6 6 7 6. 6 6.
“$50,000+- 8 7 9 8 3 8 8
61
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- APPENDIX B. THE COSTS AND, DISTRIBUTIONAL IMPACT OF H.R. 12050, A

TUITION- TAX CREDIT, REPORTED. BY THE HOUSE WAYS AND
"MEANS. COMMITTEE -

« - .

The estimates in this appendix are based on H.R. ‘12050,
which provides for a noﬁrefuhdable—cuiéion tax credit _that
would cover up to 25 percent of tuition paid by a family in any
year fot-undergfaduatg:sgudegts or postsecondary vocational
education students. ‘The credit could be claimed only for stu-
dents enrolled full-time durihg:at'least\fdugrmppths—éf,ahquali9
fying calendar year -or énrolléd’partétime,'hgt at least half-
‘time, during at least eight months of a calendar year. The
credit would -apply to tuition and course fees in calendar years
1978 through: 1980, but not thereafter, with the following maximun
credit levels: $100 for calendar year 1978, $150 for .calendar
year 1979, and $250 for calendar year 1980. '

. 'Uﬁderwth1§~b111;~oth§;'stﬁdent,grancq and~s%holarshipszwbuld'
‘be distributed to all educational- costs in’ determining how much
‘tuition a family has paid in ‘the year. To- approximate -this pro-,
vision, the CBO- estimate. -assumes. that all grants ‘and scholar~’
ships are distributed proportionally to qualifying- expenses
(tuition) and other expanses (room and board, etc.). RS

The bill would provide a newitax expendi;ure in the followe
ing amounts: ) ’ ' :

o $15 millicn 1Anr fiéééi year 1978,
o $374~mill%oh-1n>£;scal year 1979,
47 0 $612 million in fiscal year 1980,
o $657 million in fiscal year 1981,.and .-
o $0 in fiscal year 1982. :

-

These estimates were derived from the Congressional Budget
Office’s tuition tax credit gimulation model. Adjustrients
have been nade to- account for the proportion of part-time under-
graduate students who attend at least half-time and the- propor-.

“tion of these students who are in school for at ‘least eight

months of a calendar year. Another adjustment has been made
for the flow of students into and out of school.
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APPENDIX C. A TECHNICAL PISCUSSION OF THE BASIS ’
— . FOR THE TAX CREDIT ESTIMATES.

To —éét:imat:e the costs and distributional effects of various
tuition tax credit proposals, the Human Resources -and Community-"
Development (HRCD) Division of -the Congressional Budget Office
has developed a-computer simulation model.

~ Recent Refinements. The modeling technique used for this

—~

cost estimate. includes thg—,fo’l—loviqg three refinements over -
- ‘previous. ,prel1mingry~;CBOiAe’fAf6ftsf ‘to—estimate- the**j.nipa;ct;;'if:f
, tuition tax creditss - - ~ e .. : '

"o Improving the way in which the*veterans’ subpopulation
of students 1s approximated. The effect of this re-
vision 1is to diminish the number -of low-inzome students
and slightly. increase the benefits to families from -

*

‘higher-income classes.

-5

© Incorporating the 1977 tax law into the tax credit cost
- -simulation. This revision reduces slightly the average

family tax 1iability and thus reduces. slightly the costs

of the noﬁ:e’fuﬁdaljle portion of 'a—',E{gx— credit plan.' 1In
the case of H.R. 12050, this has an appreciable. effect

because "the credit is n’onrgfundﬁa,ble.i ; .

0. Previous CBO estimates of tuition tax credits calculated
the credit on a family unit basis. This ‘somewhat over~
-estimated the cost of mnonrefundable tax credits ‘because ]
‘tax returns may _be fj,led,by_mo:g;;tha;i;*oneg-mgmberfo£v-ak—f————————

: i'\_; family, "‘]7'.‘-h new —dat?base permits the credit to be
> calculated on a tax filing unit basis. Thus, .the incomes
and subsequent tax liabilities of the economic units
(.amily-units with one or more filing units) are smaller
in the new data base than in previous estimates. .

Data Sources. - The Survey of Income " and Education (SIE), .a
large samnle survey of the population taken in the spring of 1976
by the Cinsus Bureau, 18 used as the core data .base for the
model. .The -SIE includes a distribution of students and family
units in" various income classes by the type and level of schooi- S
ing (private/public, ,pps't:seéondhry/elementary-se(:éﬁdary, etc.).
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The federal tax module of the Math model (developed by
Mathematica Incorporated) was modified to simulate 1977 tax law
on the SIE ‘data. This model calculates the earned- income tax
credits, the personal credits, and the tax liabilities of the
individual tax filing units in the data base. The child care tax

credit and the proposed education tax credits have: been simulated

using data in the CBO model. 1

Since the S1E. does not report the educational expenses
incurred by students; it ‘wag -necessary to merze expenses and
benefit data from ‘other sources with the SIE. These sources

include: - . e PN

5

-0- The National Center for Education Statistics-—data -Qn
postsecondary and: elementary-secondary enroliments,

tuition-and total cost in postsecondary -education, public/ .

private distribution of students, and nonfederal levels- of
student -assistance. ) - .

o The Office of Education--a model for estimating Basic

‘Grants costs which provides the number and size of Basic

distribution _of Supplemental GrEntsy: '**ij*, - -

«

o.- The American Council on Education (Cooperative Institu-l

tional “Research Program)--data on the: overlap <between
federal and nonfederal student assistance.

6 The Ninth Annual ‘Survey- of the National Association of

State Scholarship and Grant Programs-data on the number,

of awards andﬁamount of funding provided for state
scholarships. “} o -

—

o The Council of Graduate Schools and the National Science

AJFOundation——data on the number and: size'oi awards- to
graduate students.

All variables. were adjusted for projected annual changes.

e

Limits of the Cost Estimating Procedure. - -Computer-based

simulation models only approximate the actual- conditions that
will, affgct the costs and effects of proposed changes. Limita-
tiopa,o the model CBO has developed include the following.

Grants awards by income class .and data on the size and

g
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. 0. -The model assumes a static student population. It does

I, not include entries to- or exits from 'schools during the

academic year. Thus, ‘the model assumes there are four

K ‘undergraduate -classes eligibile for -the credit; whereas, "
in fact, ‘there are slightly more’ than four. Students who
only -attend diring the -spring semester of a calendar

year ‘would be eligible for a full credit, depending upon
their - tuition costs, and entering students for .the fall
Semester also would be eligible for the full credit if
‘their fall ‘tuition costs were high enough. 1In effect,
) ‘therefore, five ,undergraduate classes a year would
T generate -tax credits, rather than the four incorporated -

into- the -model, The effect of this phenomenon 1s to 1

underestimate costs from 8 to 15 percent. K N

© Fall enrollment figures are used to represent the student
population: This, however, does not reflect the attri-

$ = tion tha% occurs ‘throughout the academic year. To the
p ‘extent -that, dttrition is not -captured in-the CBO model,
L the cost ¢stimate will be too high.

.;l o. The _:CBO ’iejs'i%iigé‘ge -17érft§é§edl—qnf ‘the -assumption that other
-~ . .student ,@;isistéin’(:gz,p_rogr_a@é;:reqza,;n' -at current levels: If
Do ‘federal aid increases: -appreciably; as currently proposed

) 5 by cazmittees of both ‘the House and the Senate, the cost

i ) of tax credits ‘would decIine. The new recipients -of

f? . -other forms of federal assistance - would be contributing

i . " Tess- toward their t;uitiibﬁ “costs, and, therefore, - they
. -would .qualify for less tfax credit, ’

: -
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The purpose of th1s Year s conferénce was twofb]d' c » i

*To d1ssem1nate 1nformat1on about the methods ahd content of
1nst1tut1ona1,plann1ng and research. . .

*To provide a forum in wh1ch 1nst1tut1ona] researchers can
- discuss and seek assistance in theirt connbn roblems. .
5.
The conference focused on variofs derspect1ves of the role of 1nst1tut10na]

research in a‘time of retrenchment: polticy analysis, econom1c assumptlons, ,
resource maragement, academic planning and cooperat1ve statewide planning. Among

‘._the themes addressed were:

#f‘

*Enrol]ment Progect1ons and F1nanc1a1 P]annxng .

. *Inst1tut1ona1 Eff1c1enty and Effect1veness .

*Planning for GrowtH in Adult and Cont1nu1ng Educat1on
*Student Attrition and Consumerism :\_ ¢

'tdeernmental Regulations and Reporting Requ%rements
*Eva1uat1on Studxes and. Academmc Program Review " . '

The keynote this year was de11vered by Dr.’ Mar1§yh GJtte11 Ass1stant Vige
Pves1dent and Assoc1ate Provost of Brook]yn CoTTege s Dr /Slttell ‘a pof1t1ca1
science researchér,,has superv15ed 1nst1tutfona1 research at Brook]yn Co]lege

) where she ‘attempted to-put 1nst1tﬂtnona] research 1nto a policy process. Bas1ng
her remarks on these expgriences,. she addressed one Qf this year's conference
themes “Does IR Inst1tut1ona1 Retrenchment?" Her emphasis inc]uded the need
for 1nst1tut1ona1 researchers to become moré\act1on af‘ented and more centra]
.to-an 1nstitut1oh s p1an71ng process, for their work to become t1ed to policy

‘p]ann1ng, and for. their work to expand to, include program evaTuat1on, sed f--

*

‘ evaluation, internal-and market analysis, and research to meet the_needs of all
& ' ’ . . - .
Q ‘ . . . » . . -‘i-" 4 .'\/j .

L4 R - »
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) pcn€t tuents of the 1nst1tution. -t : . .

The papers conta1ned in,tb1s publlcatron were subnﬁtted 1n photo-reaay copy
- by the individual part1cipants. These papers do not represent all the papers pre=’
[ sented but rather, onﬁy those wh1ch were.submltted by the presentors, Thus, many
of the presentations at the conference are Unfortunately not ref1ected in these

proceed1ngs. However, the subm1tted papers do prOV1de an accurate profi]e of the

-

‘tenor and tone of the cqnference. v f
- The copference evaluations vere overwhelmingly positive aﬁc the "success of
. the conference can be attrﬁbuteq in great part to the untiring efforts of the many
individuals, including the anference,Arrangements Counﬁttee: ALBERT ELMWELL,
' 7 Unirersity System of Neﬁ'Hampshire,’andhERIC BROWN, New Hampshire ijlege and
University Council. In eddition,'the heTp;and support of JAN SCHEIBEL and PAT

CARON of "the NECCE staff can not be overemphasized. -~ . J ‘//;
_ Program Conm1tteé repon51b1e for thefprogram were: o °,’f

+

- HIdLIAM FENSTEMACHER, Un1Versity of Hassachusetts-Boston (Ch.)
" JAMES SELGAS, Harrisburg Area Community College, GEV( I
HELEN HYAUT;VState Un1versity of New York at Buffa]o

In addition, the contrﬂgntlghs of the Conference Convegefs should not go

unnotsced and these people were* 7 ' - ) ' .

) WILLIAM FENSTEMACHER UniverSity of Massachusett$-Boston (Ch. )
STEVE BIRRELL, University of: New Hampshire
' : MOLLY BROAD, Syracuse Univer51ty '
ERIC BROWN, Hew Hampsh1re4p011ege and University Council
MARVIN COOK Boston University

B THEODORE CROMACK, Johnson State College, VT . .
> ALBERT ELWELL, University: System of New Hampshire ) .
) ERNEST GREENBURG, New Hampshire College - ~

JANICE HASTINGS, Keene :State College, HH
. ADOLPH KATZ, New Jersey Department of Higher Education
WENDELE LORANG, JR., State University of New York at Albany
HANK MUNROE, New Halpshire College and University Council . 1
VR ALBERT ROBERGE Venmont Technical College . ¢
- e ‘
]

TOM FENCIL, New England €ollege, NH- . . »"

-—__....___..-..----—-«_-_‘_---_-_---..-....--_.—-r-——

. . ] { *  larry Benedict, University of Massachusetts,
Y ) - A %5 for the NEAIR Publications Committee .
. . P .
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G DEVEMPING Econozuc Assuuprmus FOR THE 80's ' . .-
‘, e . L. tT * .
‘ - :d Dr. James R. Speegle 3 .
s ‘ : Director of Plamning’ Projects
- ’ ) Rochester Institute of Technology
- R _ = , B . - '. “ . " - ~-
Economic Assumptions are the building BlOcks?for apy rational .
' S

‘planning effort., Tﬁe assumptions that are used are the direct Outcome ..
of institutional research. Eéginning with that premise, this paper will
“describe the ke& role assunptions occu?y in:iﬁplementing a process'o}
'p1anni?8 as learning, and define several of the major assumptions thaP

have been developed—at‘the Rochester Institute of Technology.

-~

* Planbing-at m is guided by the following principle: planning is

a learning process involving the total Institute community and beyond Lhat
uill result in a ticipato;yiaction rather than crises oriented reaction.
Two major activities then\a/e to establish a "best guess" abouE:the future

enrivonment for the imstitution and carefully describe the major components,

or assumptions, upon vhich that best guess is built. When this is done,

-
’ .

the planning process is not completed it has only begun. What is now

available is a set of tools for understanding. RIT finds itself at this
A Y .

- , N

LY - ~

point presently. i AR SEUURE N

Undoubtedly everyone 1 agree that you have to make assumptions to - ‘

oy
- ~

build an economic model; no great wisdom there! What may not be agreed T
upon, or understood, is that the assumptions must béanéde explicit, clear,

simple statements so that all can react %o them} 80 that.éneir genisis can
® “
be described; so that their factual basis can be tested, so that they can

be modified baseﬂ‘ pon “the interaction and the unfolding of the future. It ’

/\\ ISaE PN -

is in this<process'tnet\understanding can be achieved and g plan for action

constructed. . : : N
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. does not become cast in conctete, the shibboleth, the cause celebre; it

"is a working, changing tool for undergzahding

.

/\
/

.

_of my conviction that this is an importaat proqess too often ignored. 1f

- - If the assumptions are caréfully developéd and'widely ghared it

is my contention that you %abe a set of testable hypothesis that can be

~

rabionally debatedn ..You provide an opportunity to test variations and

.

, . -
your assumptions. In/;hort, the‘model that rests on the assumptions

'%mat if" possibilities. Yot have a :gick on, the historical accuracy of

- . @ . .

Haihe I have repeated myself in these'introductory remarks; pleasé’be

*

assured it is not out of some narcissistic tendency but rather a result

-

I am too critical, I apologize. However, I have witnessed too many, instances

- . .
N\ , ~ - o

in institutional ¥esearch and planning where the end. justifies, or hides the

& - - om =T

means. Process and means are equal to or greater .than the ends if plannin;

- :
-

is to be copsidered a Eearuing process. -
- . N

i ~ *

' Now that you have sat.through that polemic, let me more quietly guwide’ . 4

you through some oflthe major assumptions that we have developed for use in

~e

the planning process at‘RIT. - . -
r ' ’ -

. N X - , ‘p‘ . ‘-‘, ‘
s It &ill, perhaps; come as no surprise that we assume inflation will

be a major feature of current and future educational environments. We £urther
assume that inflation fog higher education will gutpace general inflation hy -
1 3/47 and that by the enh of the study, period (1990) will have compounded
at the rate of 62 per. year. What then are the basis of thesg assumptions

regarding_iﬁflation?
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First, it was establighed that historically thereé was an inflation: %i*

R S .

, gap. Thisvgap\relates to<g;;;ral fedtures of. higher education. it is

. = - ’ =
labor intersiwve; it does not’have the structural,advantage of industry -
¥ g A

with its abiiity to increase productivity by the employment of capital

through the use! ,of technology ind machinery, it is subject to a wide range

‘o

of publicly nmmdated social programs. Based upon this analysis,

rather obuijus case can be built that the educational dollar will erode

” *
Y

at a faster rate than the general dollar. The basis for the 1 3/4% differen—

9~ - “ .
tial is found in .the historical documentation of the development of the:

Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) . I =

\ 3
.
1]

What can be assumed about-the offsets for this inflationary spiral’

In the 1960's which are now counted among "the good old days" there were . -

several factors which rohbed higher education of the joys of dealing with

Jnflation: enrollment growtls and the "pasq;throhgh" concept of educational )

(#“pricing was one significant factor. | The other major ingredient was income ,

transfers from other economic sectors: the'percentage of GNP devated to

e

) education more than doubled t072.$z during,those years. Thé_leO's ‘have

r s , )

N ~ . N
been wityess to a severe leveling of both trends; the steady state iﬁ now

—~—

that the rising and steady cUrves of the past two decades will take on a’

[

‘ansapt description. The 80's? Any projections that have been examined suggest

decidedly negative tilt. Thus, in a set of overly brief and simplified remarks

I have exposed public enemy number one, inflation. . -,

. [}
.

- s FaN

Armed with thig set of assumptiOns, an 1nstitution must ask what can

- - .. —_ -

be done about inflation and‘develop a second set of assumptions. 1t appears

.




+ for independent institutions, in light of 'a developing disc;etiodaty v
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that internal adjustments are the primary source .of protectior againg A )
v h . I - : k2

'the'ravages of inflationi " Can we pass through the entire impact of. -

.~ § ' rd

. inflation to stu&ent charges" %is ds hardly a prudent step, par.t-icular‘iy ) .

A
.
p ‘—r "o .

. attitude toward higher education. Can.voluntary support and endowment . '

return compensate ‘for the lost revenuef With greater effort on instituf

tional advanﬂement there is some hope of a partial offsec but the economic

-
.

en%ironment impacts these Areas also. The primary focus of 4nternal adJust-

ments wiil fall on that element of educational activity referred to as .-

ﬂ/faculty and staff productiviﬂy. As an abstraction, productivity is- T

reflected ,in the ratio of faculty to studentg (or staff to students).

Assumptions have been developed regavding increasing this.ratio, specifically
I I - -

from its current level of approximately 16 l to’ 20:1 in 1990. Needlees to

. say, such an ‘assumption requires much definicion and debate - but this:is

B - . . 3‘(\ 4 . '
B P . £

‘ \-vital ‘to a learning procéss. . . - * -

P

. . . . .
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Since the productivity assumption:is the primary 1ine&of defense against

inflation, I will describe hriefly how we hava approaehea ‘this vi;al but

,-‘\ .S
voIatile area. We have related the discussdon of productivity to the projected .£
. “e ] . .

" number" of faculty;’compensatibn increments, instructional resource dollars, .

- .
& "

and the educational delivgky system. The analysis of the latter two related

')- “,/ o "
factors'wil]?demonstrate, at ieast partially, how RIT is dealing with this
o - ,c - - ‘h"f*’:, . . ‘4 '
tgsue,  * . - T o
. : 5. . A ‘ : . - . -
”.'\‘U",'.-‘ . s - ' . . . b

3

~ By developing’projeetions of the instructional,resource dollars available'

" ¥ ;u

per FTE student In Hbth cqrrent and constant dollars we, were able to stress
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e, the important role productivity plays in preveﬂting further erosion. As

.. - . . -A/'\' N
‘ LT ft is, there s an etosion of well over 200 dollars per~FTE student betwee& -

"
hd .

[ -“" ' 1976 and 1990. Inflation is clearly the culprib aud productiviiy the hedge. (‘

T . s ' A A_ . [ - - »

- .« . -~ B - . .
R . » . - . t
- [ L S

. AR Since RIT is c\mmitted BQ quality instruction, productivity‘w111~have; <

<. L R o

“to be seen in a broader way that just more,stpdents in anvindividual faculty LN

— . s . v
re - [ ’ » '

: member 8 classroomg althoughgthe»traditionar view of student/faculty rat&os
seems to inevitaBly-focus there. As an abstraction, however, the ratio does ‘s

‘o [} ¢ ..

g ’ not reflect other decision variables that can contribute ‘to increasing e

.- -« . P o ’

- productivity. Greater use of instructional’technology; changing teaching
. v \ -
e . loads,.independent study, efficient use of facdilities, dnd an eclectic approach

-
~ 7

< to instructional methods are all means of, e,hancing productivity. The number .

- —— e .

’

. " of courses in a college that are duplicative are as detrimental as inflation
<5 " - in terms of fdecr.easing instructionaL expenditures per FTE 'student and holding. .
a e S arane S

-down ﬁroductivity. These-decision variables will have to Be given due cbnsidera-

P ojected in the 80?8.F

- . - Fl L4 7 4 . .

tion as'we prepare for the difficult

’ s, E

R, Ano ] gnificant area in.nhich assumptions must be developed i§ -

enrollment. \ﬁow‘pere these developed by RIT? Oneiflear stimulus was the
: ' excellent work done by the New York State Education Department in projecting
1;A\’\ . statewide enrollment patterns , Based upon institutional master planning
K\,,"/‘~ efforts and careful trend analysis, the state has proéécted a 39% decline
’ in the traditional student population between new and 1990 In'addition
they provided a set oi assumptions on how that decline wpuld impact diff;ren- '

tially on institutions across the state._ These assumptions were based upon

] Kl A

geographic 1dcat1on, program, and other factors., The most imporgant element

L I ’ P 4 f AN \_/ ey,

' -, was institutionai demand~or attractiveuess. This 1nsight provided by the .

’ -
» . X ke v T v
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-
State Education Department and widely publicized I might add caused

- >~

RIT to examine tho@ assu:nptions in orde.r to plot our own enroll:ﬁent

. patterns.

t . e .
high demand institution and it was assumed that the impact of enrollment

LA hd

declines would be felt more seyerely at RI'I‘ Since the Education -Depart-
. e \
ment earefully described their assumptions we were able to test tlieir
— . ‘. A / ~ . .

.validity. ®Pemand was based in part upon a raticrof enrollment to appl,ig:a-
‘tions.. In examining this coricept we’ disCov*d that a large segment of our

» - 1) >
] applicanﬁpool was never counted - those who appl).ed but becauscs space
- . 7
limtations their.applications were returned and never processed. * Through
\

’

: this analysfs the assumptions abou enrollment were altered; to reflect a:

’ Y

s@what more’ opsomistic, but :ealistic projeﬁtion. Obviously, there are

. s

_considerably mo\?e variables that ma’ke up e/nrollment assumptions and the

&
L4 o

,,; reéultant pro;jecti’ons; but I usé this example to stress the edut‘ative nature
- of clearly stated assumptions. e S . ' ."f

A
<
-

. - e ‘s
",'. . > /

T e -

Although I have npt been a:bo”spe;:ific aboblt the actual assumptions
I

developed fot RIT, T&an say we. have developed 18 major ,assumptions about

’: ¢

such’ areas as: gtudent hha‘tges, gQVernance, campus housing, staffing and

- z . " L]

compensation,.voluntary support, endowment, public, support, energy and several
<

'others’. 'These are currently béing discussed by all members of the Institute

o oo
c?ommunity . | !

‘h N 1] \'
Whether_you personally agree or dis:?e with Aéumptiorﬁ that I

havé described i unimportant, the fact t there is an assumption lfor
- ( .
you to agree or disagree with i‘s the important element of my message this

affterpgon. I will be happy to expand on any t@at you may ,be interested in

discussing. Thank you.’ 112 ‘
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Institui:ionai }zbsearch, Inst:.tut:.onal Retrenchment, and Resohrce Manaqement

The conference focf\us on Institut:u.onal Research in a Time of Retredch-"

2 ’

ment,implies, that there may be something different about our {oles in
. 2 ‘
. . Sucix a time. Th&t mplication seems to have generated its owm challenge

L4 -

. ﬁithin eact:;eLus- Is/any\thing really differ,ent7 ,Erorn an obJective

Sl e _ -

— . _

s . ‘Y g < A - R A
tion in support of,decision-making about: resource management have not .

o - -
4 . .

changed our chief executives need workload and enrollneat ‘infarmat:.on in
' . ‘good times as well as Md our efforts are needed in all seasons. )
73 ) - .

-

) But even as we defend the obJectivity of our professional responsibil-
3 ( ) .

ities we all know shat good,trimes and bad tiges are not the same.\_}'bough

Y

“

our systems and processes are unchanged, the decision’making environzent ..
z < R -

is clearly different iR ways that’ have considerable impact upon the data '

*
7 4 .

. <

; obvious. As an institiytion grows in programs, students and faculty, its
£ . > { - .

e | ! t !

oo, s

L processes of allocation than, when the instit‘:\.\trion is gtable or dech.ning

- in size, éjlong as there is growth new demands can be met by new'

s

. e resburces. From an institutional stanrlpoi.nt, the significance of those

- e
/ ’

.

c" . resources i,s not simpJ.y tﬁat they are '"new'" -- indeed, as budget§ grow by

.

minimum incre;ments, a new position may have less va lue than an older one --

i e V. P - v

but f:hat;no‘-one else on _campus ‘has an existing claim to thém, ‘No oxen are

) ’ . z
L .

! gored when new faculty lines are generated the need to be'met tan be
- -, s

examined objecti.vefy L(even abstractly) on its own merits as a desirable pr‘

e ]
S _;ustifiable Purpose.. _ . L

-~ (2 ’

=." AT Le:: circumstances change hou,ever, and a ‘valid need emerge during a

’ i

tide in which resources are not increasimg -- or a requirement to cut back

< ’ . i B

/{ be announced --"and allocatipn assu@ a different character_in the minds’

‘- -
L ‘ . e

f ot éystems standpoint,.nothidg s, \ T Spons:.bilities to provide mforma- s

and analyses we are called ‘wupon to prodcce. The 'precipitating factot 'is -

! ’ - = o
managers have a different attitude toward their soufcqs o,? suppor: d the |

b - A S , - e

I ;~ . : e . Dwight C.  Smfth, Jr.

Ly 3 e - o Office of Inst. Research -
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‘of its participaate. All resources_now are claimed, and the proce}s of
¢ - - .

L < ' reallocation to meet a new peed means denying an existing claim.’
o * ’

Decisions are no longer abstract and objective; they'bill hurt,_and_the

4 . P .

hurt must be JuStlfled - The actionsrof the’administrator reSponsible for |

reallocation _must be buttressed by a defenﬁible‘wall of' logic and fact
’ . 7 s

against the reSponses of those whose existing eLai.ms have been denied.

- - That combination of logic and fact must satisfy three &uestions that are

- - .
-

Y- peculiar, in the ordinarﬁ setting, to retrenchment and reallocation:

~

1. 1Is it necessary? 1Is the fetfencﬁmen: crisis (or the new denann)

. 'real,.or has it been manufactured for some purpose?’ (The

-

~ . 3 . . . .
wording of this‘question suggests that a note of paranoia may be

gubgequent dialogue.) .

- . an insistent par

i;" o " 2. Why me? By what crttéria has the decision been gade that my B
oy ’ progran sfould give up fesources rather than-another?. N
, . - 3.. Who éays so? What coneultation has orecene&_thé decision so
,. ! that a reasonaole personﬁcould.conclude tﬁat‘m; program deeds
. et

. S have had a faitr- bearing4' ' . 'l C/ ( » . ;j
. Behind these question§, and the circumstances that‘pro;ot them, ;

- stands another factor of conslderable importance to dec151on-making in

. N

hlgher education and to the role of institutionmal reSearch in its support:”

-

the tenslon“between alternative manageméh? styles. The most recent issue-

in the AIR/Jossey -Bass series on "New Directions for Instltutignal

hY » N
&

(1
Research" ) is particularly helpful tq all of us in its examination of

“'ltnls tensior as the context for our work. Is the campus to operate on the

——— . .
- - - - . -

.
P

. -
. -
2 ; - - - ’ *
- . — -

(1) Carl R. Adams (ed), Appraising information Needs of Decision Makers,
. . by no, 16 (Autumn 1977) ip “New Directions for Institutiomal Research” .
. p (§an Francisco: ’ Jossey-Bass, Iac., 1977). C

! : oot
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rescafcher is best descr{bed by Bernard gheehaf*?

- gr, ", - : - * 2 - ',- ) ‘: - ) .
basis (to use Eazl Cheit S distinction)( 2 of folk methods ‘or systé;:ix .

—~

N 2
methods’ We have been through.aydecade of continuing advances in the
. ) g -
development of management Sy stems, the best known products ara mainstays
A PO \ w‘- »

‘ of contemporary institutional research. But even as our skills have

increased, the attitudes and styles of . campus decxsxon-make:s have //—”\)

<
—

remained more attuned to, “loosely organized collections of professiongls"(B)

o
.

-that have traditionally characterized the college scene. In growth years,

L S -
the collective Judgmental\approach to resource management can survive,

with minimal systems Support because no one really gets hurt; a ¥no't

‘ . Y

answar can simply mean "not yet", and aSpirations can remain high. In

;imes of retrenchment or reallocation, however no" comes to mean "not

-

at all", and the decision maker 1s.likely to need a more formal and . ,

° . - - +

systemagic set of justifications; In thig context the, institutiodal
L Y . B ¢ - :

= -

. ' @ ’

ree-hat theory as

s
«

the hupaan interventionist who, understanding the erSpectives of | .

- aecision-maker, analyst, aad technicxan, is,able-to facilitate a synthesxs

-, <

betweén traditional//;adenic strategies of incrementallsm and the products .

-
. -

of,systematic management. -

L i

Institutional researchers who ha;ewparticipated in régource management

R

e

B will;recogdize that role._ They are-likely also to recognize with Adgna ,}

et al; a shared frustration with existing limits and past over- promises of
I ‘ . . ._°

various information sygtems. _There are a0 magic solutions to them; in .

I3
- . -

many respects the most important advances in the campus use of information

4

.
- . Y -

.

' \ . . r\-'\—/ :‘ ) —‘\
(29 Earl F. Cheit, PCballenges Inherent in the Systematic Approach " in '
Adams,’ og. cit., p. 53. . "L
(3) Ibid, p- 720 ’ . ‘ - - . ) ' . ’ ) \—-

(4) Bernard S. Sheehan, '"Reflections on the Eftectiveness of Informational"
Support for Decision Hakers,? in Adams, op. cit., pp. 93-95. .

T - v - \
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‘ tondiltio‘ns.‘ Thus, to_gd beyond general exho'rtatioos in 51iscussing

2 ‘

7resource managemeat; in g thQ o/retrenchment vz.th gersons ;representing

- e

e diverse’institu&ions ?\a d ﬁcult task. ,Let ne advance. two' .-

] .. -
% that come froﬁ m}r ekperienc_g over the past ﬁve years. . - ‘ )

. ]

,,ggggest:v.ons,.however, that I think are exportable anc’: exceedmgly usef:ul

”‘i-‘-’g,, But . fi:rst, a brieéﬁ siord about those five years. It became evz.dent to

ek in 19]2» that ‘physical faci-}.ities would not Be en L. any further:

Q},, ﬁ%&: we saw, then ‘was what we would have avaﬁabie for ﬂ ble time.
ﬁ{z o .
& ﬁe were coming close to capacity usage then, and with a2 limit in sight .

-

4

AR 4

© we knew that ghe ‘atritude of expansio:{ that -had -govm:ned the pmn.ou!

”
dex: de ‘(as campus enrollmént and faculty had mora Te ',tripled) would have ’
% A

to be replaced by some form of. steady-»state autlook. e began to think L

of new, considerab).y more modest enroliment projectioas, The Eotlowing -

A -3

’ year that position was strengthened by Allan Cartter’'s remarks at the

£

) . L3 . . : . )
Vapcouver AIR Forum ) concerning future ‘enrollment prospects and x:}’i‘ez
likﬁlihood of- eady-state'maagein’ent. Our. adjust:nents were Iargely

) L] ¢

theoretical hopever, until 1976, when 2 severe fiscal ctisis in ,\ew York

-

State mandated retrenchmeni: in’ faculty afldcations throughout SUNY. We

ime taien ktime gs a campu; to begin a serious examination of
. - //1
re].ative prog am quauty, and had done so wtﬁhi.n. the context of assv.mxgtions

had in the

¥

-- assumptions subsequent}.y clarxfie&‘and endorsed 1 hrough

ent of a campus mission statement. lIhus we had a strong bo )y

of qualita;:ive judgmental mteri.al available to support the retr\n-clm/

4

- .

decisions that had to be made. Institutional ré.search vas abie\to support

2\ / - - . .
M e B . ’ ‘

-’ - 3 —— - -

-

(5) Allan M. Cartber, "Higher Edication Under Steady-State cOnditions
in B,obert G. Cdpe (ed), Tomorrow 8 Imperatives Today (Seattle:
ArIR, 1973), pp- 18-22. . -

- . .
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¥ ,/ . .

’\he process wlth approprzaté statis.txcal data as well, and our su,ccess

~— - L4

in doing so is a ref}.eetion of ofir- response to the ,steady-state signals

’ »

“ e received in. 1972:73. s 7 S ¥ C
. * L . » . "
. 1. Trend data. Most reporting e;ygtems emphasjze the snapshot ’

- . —

¢ - v . ,- ) < ) ‘ “ - i )
. < approach to campus analysis: a ccmprehéwnsi.Ve comparative look at al}'

» ’

prograns at the same instant.” The r‘e’sull: is a fet pf_single data’ points

that do not (in the absence of fai:rfy sophiSticated analytx.c tech;(x.ques)

-

Suffxczently reflec.t varyi.ng. curriculum goals, instructional techgpiques, {

, .

.and developmental states. T‘ney present a weak structure for justifying )

< - .
. 2

.retrenchment or reallocation of one progré:n rather than 3nother. It is -

e — . ., . v

. mnch more ef{ect'ive to aSSess a departmenr: against its own history, and

to be able to point to the fact (a.s a hypothetical exa:;pple) that over the

five years,, department X has had a contiaually déclining en:ollment

.

-acc.ompanzed by stab'le fa‘culty -resources. The resull: -wi}.l be a decrease

\ L4

. of some amount ové¥ time in workload, student facuity ratios, average
- - . ( - !

class sizes, etc., and correspondihg ‘increases in unit costs; these -

b ] .
< .

quantitative measures can then be combined with assessments of departmental

,quality and of departmental significance to campus mission as a qualitdtive-

quantitative status report to infor? the executive responsible for

reallocation decisions. ’ N ' ’ .

- M ¥

o In sumary terms, this is what occ /at'Alban'y' in preparation for
. 4

the 1976 retrenchment actions. It was possibl’e because we had antmzpated .

. ) . s "

an eventual need for historic data and had concentrated our efforts
A3 ': ‘* - J .- B . -
between 1972 and 1976 on developing consistent and as accurate as possible

L ]

..

records of enrollmedts’, faculty, and'budéet a11ocat§.on§. Based on this

experience it ma} bé fair to say that if .a campus waits until it is forced

.
,4..’ - .
,

linto retrenchment to begin_ thinkmg about information needs, it will be

too late for institutional researc);?' to be effective. ‘

* ”

e =
- - - - .-

PYs
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’ﬂf-\\inforined eavironmeot. & zunning comglaint of Adams et al”’

: \_// T N
.concerns failures of timing. Leaving aside for nov developmen{:al ugin,

problems {such as the lead time rec{uired as noted a‘nove for the generat:.on .

-

of trend data.), a serious operational prob}.ém exists because of confh.cting

. schedules for academic programin,g and systematic eampus management.

. Budgets must ofteu be g:epared, ,and initz.al al].ocations must be made .

‘before complete and reliable fall enroil:gent statistics (mot ‘to mention )
D\
subsequent workload analyses) become ,available, external agencies become

*

anxious for good news" before a systea can produo{}rly tab,ulations, , .

- % .

deans wan(‘ to uw, Tfow their respective faculty workloads will be

¢ .

-

asse before 'teaching assignments have been processed
? . . ° A

of us re has been a lag in systems developmenr,, and there :nay be ways

For many

by wh:.ch the generation of fipal data can be sp&ded but this is not the .

*
whole solution. Specific decision needs may be met tbis way, though there
is no guarantee that this vill be he case but beyond them stands the

The’
-
resgonse we have developed is the concept of an informed env:.ronment for

N P
- , v -

cﬁntinuing need of the executive to’'be as ful!y informed as possible.

decision-making'on 2nd about thé cambus.
Yy -

. The informed envirommeat is an environmeat‘:hich supports the
s
s) ad

formula;ion, implementation and evaluation of institutional policie

- %

procedures,

between selected pieces of informatién and specific decisions but rather d

firough the existence of a'-.longer-ter!'n understanding, by decision-makers, of

-

institutional deﬁeloit "and the information used to describe that process.:

Tbe infor:n&tim,obtain d from cnrrent o_perations suoports the process

L3

primarily by oontributing to a- long tern hody ‘of knowledge It is upon

" this ‘body of knwl,edge that the institution relies for suppdrt of specific,

-~ -

““déeisions, atd ia so doing is freed .from the constraints of the current

S . \
Al v * ..
* - . . <. . R -t
- e N = - _aed . s
-3 - 4 » .-
. < e, * - .
oo s - I ' - . 2
- - - - - .= . o~ . - +

It supports this process not throué‘h a one-to-one correspbndence



‘timetable of data éollect:i’on, edi.t:, analisis and presentéi:ion. -

i Y-
> 5 g

This way of stating the case has its rom:s in the asser:ion that .

. ',:' . /
: "increase the effect:iveness of those more tangible and tradi:ionany o

recogniged reeoqrce_s of money, staff and fac;-.ilitie_s. It: reccgnizes {by

- focusing on the"prémgtipn tather than the e:d.stenee of an’ informedf
- # 3
= ) env:.ronment’) t:hat institutional research d‘bes not have exclusive

o ] -~
B . -

) 'resgousibility for informaéion' at the same time; E reeognizes that

insti.:ut:‘}:nal research is’ the only bfficé on campus t&at has infomat:.on

for its own sake as its primary focus. P;anlly, by.focusz‘,ng‘ on the

3 . -

' * environment of decisioq.'-_making rather than son decisions ﬂzemeelves, it

recognizes that: institutional research is a staff unit, ‘and that ics

el

criteria b'y which decisions are made.

. z I3 -
F. o . » -

- - . .
- . . . - .
c .
- ’ . M - * s
- Ed
; ~
~ s
.

i-

- - - PR

“iafomation" is a“resource to the cémpus whose proper developmeut ¢aa . .

con:‘ribut:i.ons to campus develo?ment:\are not (and sbould not be) the only

ﬁ-

ad
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+ ’ ‘ msn@unoxuu. RESEARCH I¥ A TIME QF .
vh RETRENCHYENT : THE ACADEMIC PLAHNING PERSPECTIVE .

e T E o . Y
- .ot - ) H. R. Kells‘ . .
. L . ) Rutgets Un{verszty :

N ~n ’ 7 - . \ ° i -'

o . 1 - : . -

There is .mo question that useful, effective institutibnal research

and academic planning are desperatelyrneeded 1n a time oi retrenchment.

o ~
,. ‘ i’ N‘ e -

In such times there is a clear need for’ solld, useful information for .

v . -
— -

‘decision making and for effective, collaborative procesges through which

L
-

» - R e .
to project into the future the programs and resources of an institution

S
b

in order to achieve goals. Retrenchment settings are characterized by -~ .

. — L]
o 13

3
shortages of time and other resources, by, partial or complete institutidnal

- 3

staszs bytless "room" for ‘geal dlsplacement and "gut reaction” management,

0

by increased'political aétivity (at least of a certain kind), 6} shifts

. in the level and perhaps the mix of governance styles, by increased fearf~

v
by pressure to per<form, and by the scrutinizing by untsual audiences of ‘
. ‘ - . e . ‘ f‘

- . the activities and the records ofxgur actions. There is little need to

h 7 o pN

3

elaborate fu;ther. o . . = .- Lt

<A

Somb may argue, however, and I tend to aligf myself with this group,
that there is no less desperate a need for effectiveoinstitq;ionaiiresearch
- . < i —
and acaaemic planning in times of relative affluence and gro;th The form
. N
. of the damage done through 1neffect1ve action in these areas‘may differ

* -

somewhat in ‘the two settings--with over expanszon,_poor priorztggs, waste-

T - - . 1 - ;
!

K. R. Kells is University-wide Professor ‘of Higher Education ‘at Rutgérs
. * University. This paper was presented at the Fourth Annual Conférence of v
" the Northeast Association of Institutzonal Research, Durham, New Hampshire,

- October 27, 1977. . :
» B P 3 , - ]
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o R

: réttepchmen-t and. afflience.

T a time of concentrated, frantic activity.s

: masters" (Richardson, 1977 p.6).

fulfter'xden,ca':es ‘and the like in_the affluent setting; adﬂ'pgér»_rgactfqg,_ o
R . - R T . LT . v . - A\

.d:anggrous across- theiﬁoa;:d xsovgs to s;ediocrscy‘gnd "the ?.i
ition, the time at which we realize the

X‘ : . 7 . S e s , >
in the sparcer landscape.

—

damage done (often later in.the affluent setti_ug)\niay be_.gliffe,regt .

But ‘

A3

< -

. *
- ; ~

With that proposition as a coatext for my remarks, 1 will atté’mpt to

(Y53 -

make three additional points concerning the academic.falé;_:ﬁings perspective

of ‘institutional research--in‘either getfing.

The first will con::ern- the

relationship betwaep_g‘.nstituti'énal research and ‘academic planning. The |’
second will place both'in the management settiné The third conqernmg

>

the focus of .our efforts--particulazly in a time of la.ttle resources and

—

As a final introductory comment, I would like to recommend to all

‘ .

con?:erned the excellent review preparéd by Dick Richardson and his col-

leagues at Arizona State entitled “The Need for Institutional Planning"
.. . . . . : f

. more prevalent

'&zi‘;i:ch appeared in the September 1977 issue of ERIC/AAHE's Research Curients

(R‘i{:hardson'e_t_ al, 1977). .In it, the attributes of substantive glanrding
. . - . »

»

;rocésses are reviewed and the recent foéus,von.sophisticated, technical,

lplanning models and systems is put in proper pérspective--namely, that the

o

planning ﬁqrocess is far’ more important than the plan which is produced

that a relatively small percentage of institutions with access to so;;lusti-

cated methoge‘lo/g;es understand them and use them, and that ' cv:aeative
# ‘.. \
change... can happén only if the more complex quantitative fechniques and

technologically soph:.sticated models remain our .servants rather than our

-

) ’

t <
£. -9

. P

CRG

r

i I

~ 21,,316- RO

¥
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" the impact.on the institution can be. equally devastating in thé two. settings--

4
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! Y e :- " “ - . :;- ’ ’ 'It ” i 4-:'“
{Richardson and his colleagues refer by. implicatfgp to one: af the” !

jaspects 1 have determine& to be important in analysing case experiences

- 5 e

: of collegiate_;bademic planning oyer ‘the 1ast ten years (Kells, 1977). :

-1t is clear tq‘me that most‘efforts at academic planning fail. That is,

. » . ~

. o most planning,attempts do not result in a process ‘which enables the _pro-
/‘ . .
fessionals at an institution to meaningfully project the programs, processes

and resources into the future toward the achievement of clearly stated

goals and in a éay which commits the professionals to attempting to fulfill

" . B . e

-~ ’ M ) - - . . B .,, R .
' the plans and to, furthet cyclical analysis and plamning. Thes® attempts

. often fail not for want ef a sophisticated technical scheme (although.in
. . 3 S _—
part often because of a naive attempt to'impose\some‘pet scheme in ‘a

»
.

) i . : ) .
.situation which cries out for-.simpler more purposeful endeavor!), but P

-

’ usually for some very simple reasons. The following list presents in

summary form from my experience the major reasons for failure in academic

e - P ’

% . . . v,.' .
° planning processes. . . :j & o .
Tk - 4 . .
’ ) i " ) - "-‘:?’ K ¥ :
- 1.. Lack of. consensus on the-goals for planning} - -~ =

. 2. Mismatch between planning procedure(s) chosen and the goals for

° N .t

W the process; -~ S - o ‘ o
L4 A%. .. - B N ) !
-1 7 "3. Lack of an adequate basis for planning. The confidence to pro-

ject effectively (self study and institutional researéh) is

» N
- ’ . . AN
. migssing; -

g
&~
~

Human relations failures: -
s V'fq

a) Asking people to do things they'are not equipped to do,

=

.o b) Poor group leadership, -t . B s, E
) >

¢) Poor communication‘processés in the, groupj . ¥ >

d) Not-identifying the key resource peoplei S o ,




&) Not‘making people aware of one anothers atnéngths, which

1l

.. B SO results in lack‘of trust and Iack of risk-takxngr .

.o - i f) Not using ineensive work 3881gnments with a clear beginning

b

T " and ‘an end in sight;-. T o 8

. AU . X
- . 8) Not rewarding participants appropriately; and . P
: : . 1 . . e . .

; ’ oo f h).yot letting them understand_the context for iheir work.

- .

5. Papr.process management:
o T a) Data not évéilgbleﬁat the' time when it can be used; R

oy b) Poor timing of.the process; . R o, .
»c) Inadequace staff assistance;

* . .
5 4 . 3

. d) Inadequate ,funding;

e) Thinking that production of a plan is planding;
. f) Inadequate partici;ation--;herefore, little psychological -

) . "buying in." . < -

' . )
h) Unglear task assignment; poor charge to the sub groups.

"" ! * .'_‘ ” 'h J . ’ ) ' - {:‘-M
, . e ' (See Kells, Plannfing. 1977
1 = .. ’ . i . ‘ «V,

. . As' can be seen from the character of the list, my experience poiqts

.

! s e R . .
™ . g) Poor commitment from the top; and ' . j
Y

-

to failures in what one might call the management of the planning process-- .

) 7 . . y -,
- " in both the technical and the human aspects of management. It is‘éﬁl ) .

thesis, and, this is my second point, that these failures occar in both
k2 [N . .o . - . )
. academic planning p}bcesses’énd in institutional research processeg—qnot ,
LN s . - . > ’ ‘.: . ) -
" . . 1 7
just because one i5. a necessary prerequisite for success in the other (IR i

~ 2, F
.

. . g fcf’gzggging)__but.SecauSe they are both if :hey are to be effective, e . <
< f geogle tg;ggggjggécesses computers, charts, data by the pound, and fancy -

- acronymed processes not withstanding, And, institutional research and

* . P
Lo - - — 7 - -
o . - Tt ¢ )

. . - b

- . : Co- . L .
. . ) P . . ’ ’ )

N S ' :Z:’l ' : , .
= ' ) 8- : .




. . ! : . .. ‘%
,’j Yo ‘:’ N s . S s ' V2 " 1 ’ . .. - -
planning are part of the management process. Hy second’point"vaboﬁt i YoV
- . ' . ".":' .
" . institutional research in a titpe of retrenchment is a reminder, and tﬁis . Py

SR reminder may help us to keep««things in persa‘pe,ctive in tough times e |

r

-~ A - a . . -

Institytional .‘Eanagers muet re\sist the tempt_atiop to overreact. in |

- ; s e LI . T . ° ~ iy :
1 ‘ L . -~ e . ‘ - ¢ ~
cimes of retrepchment--to thr-oy the baby. out. with the bathwatez. If . - T,

. .
3 (,v 3 .o ¢

presidents, vice presidénts, and deans spend_ too mu’ch Atime looking over

- .. . . e

“
.

Viom . the‘ir shpulder, ,and i chey constantl;z seek data to make the case to'pro-

L]
~.

. )

tect their domatn, or their job they wilJthrow off the balapce of the .

« ' management p:.;ocess. R. Alec HacKenzie pres!nted most vividely and use- . -

fully the nlanage'ment "wheel"_‘depiction,copies of which hang in many ofiices
' ¢ , ) ) @ - . .' -~
" " and are used in so many ,manag'ement courses. It brillian'tiy interrelates

-~
%

the basic elements of management and illustrates for us in iugher education
)

.
. - .

the vital 'J.inEs between inscitutional research at a cbllege or univergity

*;h
' ') . . .. N A i i:
' and ‘the other elements of the management process. NP Vo . R
] ’ . - A. - ‘;: '; N
. N 3 [ ? s ~ . ot )
S Y - P . =t
> 34 e {J,) - ~ . . ‘ ) - X LT L4 . .
' ’ ’ PLANNING. . _ - R
~ ' ! - S <. ) ) z;*zfs
' ' ) L
' - <, y * ‘; '
: CONTROLLEING . . ’ -
(incl. IR) . . _
, . . . - e N _ -
- DIRECTING ~ ‘ -
‘ * v ) L] - K
.4 - _ i , 4 . ,
-~ , (See MacKenzie, 1969) * S
e | N : /’A”\\\\'
- The point to be made is that if’ institutional res&arch in a time of \/‘
- A - ’
r,etrenchmenf or under any oth,er circumstances is sufaficie;ftly diverted -
* from providi-ng@a balanced gffering of information'(x;e_e_ontcomes, Ie . .
. ' * d i ¢ N : -
- (¢i ; i ~- - . N
’ ~~ . : _2 & . . o
S T e ' .
RIC R ’
S N ‘ . i. ) ’ * v




T 7 K >° o
L s AN E - ) : _
- - . B . ) “ . )
L] ‘ - ‘ - ' - . i v 2l - L4 - .
e progess matters, re evaluation, Xe, finances, xe workload, efc ) to a . "
- '»: 5 R - - . .
. broad profile of managers and Qtl:ﬂer ufers, .and if the diversion causes a
. ' -

- . -;& ’
severe mismatch between pr;mrity needs “for mformation and the focus of

- s —\ [
- 4 -

- - ¢ o - -

. % Y
) the research damage is don‘avto management“ process at the mstitution--
. management as we usually know it and”the management of ‘learnihg experiences. )
© e - f . s v,
. Ry

) This is not a new problem--it has- existed since the early l960's. The °
: .
"capture“. of IR. efforts is bemoan;d conéi?tually., But it is taking on ngw

. ]
St meaning as the institut:.onal and individ(:al reactions to retrenctm)ent

. - accentuate this problerq. Finally, this d:.slocatiou .-of effort on displace- d

f "ment of IR goags is seserly felt in the planning process,wk,lich sits right

e

- -‘next to IR in sthe management "wheel™ on a long range and even a daily

.

basis and which always . §suffers from the lack of availability of the right

i
-7 mformati'on being available at the right time for the right people; td use.

R \
. . ‘- 'er third and fma‘l 4poin»t I would like to make is related to the

-
[ -

- secnnd and concerns the speczfica focus of 4R work in a time of diminished
A ;o ]

" resources. Specificall , it concerns the efficiend of our processes--the
- \ :

. economy of effort or making maximum the results of a gigen amount of

. ” )

. . -effort. To illustrate :t;he point I would like to use ‘an example with

" which all ins titutiOnaL research workers are or sooner or later become
- . s h ol . & s
- v M . :i .. . ‘ * *
o quite familiar--the process of institutional self study which is conducted

{or cught to be conduc ed) -as part of the 1nstitutional accredita'tion

[ ”~

, process. 'I'his is of p rt:.cular 3.mportance in the" HidQ% States and Rew ,

- . England region because of the new, more flexible opti;ms which either',

. ' : have bepg AHMSA) or now jare (NE) available to make this exercise into SOme-

\J

. thing useful rather th&n the expensive divers_ion it can sometimes become.

To put_it succintly, it is now possible for an ins'titution?comi‘ng up for
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made basis) a self stﬂjE}:foc 88 which keeps the inst;tution (and partiddh

e g o

Iarly the IR office) £

» g

ing its eiforts on current,‘real problems and

opportunities while also meetipg the needs of the regional accredifation
- ,commnisgsiort. Ba81ca11y‘there are five approaches wh:sP have been developed

. , .- I4 . .
- ‘ <& —
~ N : D ] . ; « I

L
.

W
.

Approaches . to 1netf§utio al Self Stud

~ . v ~ i . . -
. -~ '

1. Comprehensive Self "Study S

Y
-
z,

2. Comprehengive with épecia Emphages

Y . 3.~ Selected Topics'Approach ’ T
IR M " 4 &' ‘ _" ‘ . ) NN / 4 §
' e . 4. <Current Special Study Approach - .
. - 5. Regular Institutional Research Approach _
o (See ~Educ. Record, 1972, pP- 143- -8, ? )
: . " Educ.. Record, 1976, pp. 24-8, ST
N ~ North Central Quarterly, Fall 1977, ]
: © . MSA Self Study Handbook, pp. 1] -21, or .

=~ - - . New England Commission Guide11nes_)

- < Al
The MSA Commissiqgn has had about seven years o§,exper1ence using

theSe approaches. ﬁhsically, the self study deszgn process must consider _

several factors in order that the:ins;itution's needs be well.served and
. - - s .
in order that the accreditation process can amply see if the definition
. - )
. . L
of an accredited institution'can be explored for the college in question~- .

clearly stated goals; achieved in large part; resources (human, fiecal, and .

3

physical) ‘to contigue.to do so.
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.t . -, ' TPactors in Self 'Studz Design .
UL . ) ' C 5 A
e - ) 1.'Status of planning on ‘the campus, and in the state. A K - .

¢ v

2; Status of institutional resea;ch a@titutional data in general

" i - ) 93.‘4 Understanding of consensus on, and r{ature of 1nst1tut’ioga1 goals - ",
LT ' "and problems. ' _ s "u - .
’ ‘:, i Comi,tment of institution 8 1eader8hip to c0nduct self study for ’ B
"" ’ + its own impro‘vement-oriented purposes. .
) ' .51. Age',‘”siz.e; compiexity of _tne‘instifution. . '
6. Stability/turnover‘ of :lttstitutinnal ,1eader&i; (aVarenesé, neen «
’ for'review;-etc ) . ' . L

- . ) . . Y . - L
7. Turnover, growth in teaching and support staff. ' _ .

~ @, Presence or absence of sys tems to regularly gather information

oo ¢(facts a%p‘inions) an eduk:ational effectiveness (achieveme‘[}t

- SO " of goals, and suggestions for improvement)-. _
r‘_.’ " 9. Energy level,%politicall .and historical factors. v
. o ' . , | . . 7 . )
| i . In light of these fdctors, a self study :pfocess which diverts an ‘.,
i . 1nstitutiipn but little from its prefet"re*d course of a’ctiv‘ity or whicl)l \ L

reater congruence between institutional needs and .

% _perhaps pushes it to a

» -~

. . . . J - .
IR and other related Activities can be used. In times of financial Y’d -
athkes

. - L 4
. .
€ ¥ . &

other stress, ’this' s invaluable. . The effectiveness of these appro;

PR _?
funded study:-if the MSA region.

In sumdary, I have made four points in this paper. First, that from
s

f;ﬂ the acadefmic plannxng perspective from other perspectives as well) : ..

f retrenchment may place no'greater demands on IR in a long.range

&




6y .

'Richardson, Richard ., Gardner, Don E., and Pierce, Ann, ''The Need for
_ Institutional Planning,” ERIC/Higher Educatipn, Research Currents,

sense than do morekaffluent ‘ . Second, that both IR and plannin
d ) g

‘efforts often fail for the same reasons’--mostly people/human relations/

’ Pl 7t N Y

_management reasons and:that this is accentpated if anything in times of

- - -

retrenchment . Third, that IR ig part of management--and we must not forget

this-and that since it sits next to planning in the management process--

.

planning can be severly damaged if IR efforts are captured" by overreactions

during retrenchment (or’at other times). And finally, that institutions

can find ways to focus the1r efforts IR effectively (and-therefore be
J .
efflcient and effective) if they analyse their needs and move intelligently"

e

3

to make congrued$ their IR efforts and the statement of imstitutional -

s

prob{ems and needs'. The new approaches to instltutional self study avail-

able for use with institutional accreditation is an example where this can

SO r- . : e - v
work well. . : * ) ~ B N .
- " . '..
‘ L 3
- ) EY N = . !
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. mE PROCESS FoR DEVELOPING A mcno—mm@xx X FOR méw:mzom PEANNING

. ! £ - ~ . . ,

Lo - o~ - Q . T Dr.'James R Speegle - PR
[ A - .. Director of Planning Projects e

Rochester Instltute of Téchnology -

1
FYY

[ 4

[_m - o In ‘order to understand the process of planning at the Rochester Insti-
Zﬁ‘ G

" " tute of TeChHBIOSY, it is necessary to describe the Inmstitute ﬁhiéh is about

“to celebrate ita leth Anniversary. It has grown out of Rochester's cultural

s N 7

T beritage and industflal development and has continually responded to this

A

* lineage. Throughout the majority of its history it did not -confer degrees,

* L]

-~ bat its diplonas and certificates were held by a large percentage of the

13

7. skiIled workers in Rochester industry. Only as recently as 1955 was the

~

first baccalaureate degree awarded and in 1958 the first master's degree.

-4 - & -

iy

. zibday T is an amalgam of 9 colleges serving 7800 FIE students. The

nine.coll ges e Businesg, Fine an;-Applied Arts, Engineering,$Genera1
- Studies, Graphic Arts and Photography, Science, Continuing Education and
the«tuo newest colleges, Institute College and the National Technical Insti-
tute for the Deaf. Institute College is itgelf an amalgam responding_to new
progran challenges in such diverse fields as computer scieuce, instructional
techéoIogy, career information services, and the engineering technologies.
It is interesting to note that 1/3 of our students are majoring in programs

. developed since 1971. : )

]

L

The NIID is a totally federally sponsored program. It serves 750 deaf.
stndénts of whom approximately 30% pursue degtee programs in the parent

institution and 702 pursue technically related diploma and associate degree

-

H

programs that parallel RIT's progran strengths.

A

5 _ - « . ) - - B L") .
KIT 18 located on a 1300-acre campus that was constructed from scratch
, .

’

and first oécupied in 1969. Two-tnirds of the studerts come from the
v ) ' t .
JRochester Hetropoiitan region and the state of Mew York and the other one-

third- frpm out of state. Fully 40% of any entering group are transfer .

: Q } : 1 "- _% ) .
ERIC - - L LT .




st:udeqts. . The student bofdy'has grorm-‘ by 3-7% evers; year in this decade. '

Ry

SLor - L ¢ s . . -
. . : The Institute is career oriented ana the najority of its programs have

a coopetative education component:. Its motto, education to earn a living

_and to live a life, has served as it:s guiding force through its entire

e . fm———— e 7_,_
Pt

history. - ’ ) -

A relatiVely healthy institution and ‘young in outlook; ofie may- wonder
%
vhy the introspect:ive look sugges«t:ed by the process and report reviewed in

this paper. There are several factors t.hat: influegced this aerious process

and one only needs to look at the Institute 8 position in the late 60's and

- . »

" early 70*s: growth so rapid that the budget for the auxiiiary enterprise in

,’ 1974 was bigger than the total Institute budget: in 1969; a deficit in those

years approaching 257 million dbllars by 1920; a totally new physical plant

-

and heavy debt service burdens; a new chief executive in 1969.

+ /

[

Changes of . t:hi«s nat:ure and zagnitude can seriously erode the essential .’°

nature of the ent:erprise. Thus,,,in early 1970 it was det:ermined that:~
P
planned foretlcgjt was necessary to guide RIT through the deeade of t:he,,?O’s.

MY

. NS . { .
The first step was to renew the commitment to the goals and objectives

. b3 - :.“ -
, that had long served RIT but were new to‘°the generation which was now to
- . - N . - 4 '

shepherd the resources. Discussions were held throughout the Instifute S

e . v i < .

comunity to develop eonse_nsus on the newly stated but enduring goals. When

ﬂndersta,nding was achieved it was necessary to develop, mechanisms t:hat kept

-

A}

these goala iaefocus These included. . .

. ’ (1) / a Presidmt’eConvocation each, Fall to apprise t:he faculty

' 4
: ' . . and staff of the-Institute's progress

[ N B * A
.

- 3830',\

_—

+



. - _— S~ . . -

(2) A’the‘e.stgblishment: of "agreed-upon ets for rhe 70's '
) . i . . * ) Y )
**~. such as: average salaries increasing to rank within the

- A

A Y

“top~ qusa:t:ile of all inst:it:ut:ions, product:ivity increment:s

of .5~ st:ude‘nt:s per year in_ t:he student:/facult:y rat:ig_/{o e

- ' new (b dings; a balanced budget: position; newly est:‘ab-

«
-

lishe‘dgovernance arrangements;’ consultative decision-

1 - making; new/ef{orts toward fncreasing voltintary support
. . -
(3)° annual repo g on the achievement: ‘of the targets t:hrough

i

a process kfiown as the 'Whit:e ‘Paper" whd.ch is:fhe responc Q '
1
and indatra- T

sibility of the Vice Presid'?nt: for Finance

: t:ion and the Priority-and’ Object:ives Comit:t:ee of the Polfcy

3 ~

Council, RIT's primary policy advisory ‘body.” .

" These act:ivi;:ies were relat:’d to developing‘ posit:ive at:t:itudes across
campus, increasing morale, and ng a firm foupdation for rat:ional pro-
gress., Incidentally, it helps when it can be reported t:hat all targets
for the 70's "have been or will be met by the end of t:he decade wi't;ch gae

eXxception: we did const:ruct: one new building in regsponge to increasing need

for general classroom space. /

.

_A parallel ‘set of activities developed around the state mandated require-

ment for mast:er planning. Obviously, the two processes are interrelated but

it was discovered that we were t;et:t:er “at institutional level p'lannigg than we

were at unit.'level ‘planning. The planning by units was adequate, but when

summed over qbe Institut:e, it was found to be held together only by a paper
» '

-clip; it was not well integrated. .

~ 3 -
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(”?ﬁite level would occur in the future.
{-\*"/ i . .‘ % :- » .

»

-

. This 1atter position suggested that there sbonld be a process to. inte-

grate a11 planning efforts, but particularly the nacro with the micro. A .

4

hS

second motivation revolved stonnd the oninous clouds on the hori_z,sn thst
were bei:ng spotted b% the higher sducation comnnity. HOR would the cha_%

. « I
- e

ing environment anticipated in ths‘-next desade inpact RIT?

- -
e .

[N

These two major questions provide& jmpetu's 'for the current effort of

s

3
tbe presidentially appointed Econonic Study Comission The purpose of the

Econowic Study Comission was two-fold' to continue the planning momentum
/( -

)
and to provide a comprehensive franework within which micro planning at the

[4

The "specific charge developed For the Commission iictuded:

%: ‘ - _ .
1) a review of the financial position of RIT

-

2 '
__\(2) review of the,current fiscal asstmptions and modifi- T,

- -
kS

cations as necessary
Einancial options in

- s = .
-p  case of emergency / - ; ."

3 the developﬁent of programs

. {_ . J
/ . (4)  the development of ways to use the land resources o
. e ¢ ) - “ - -
-(5) an exploration.of the implications of state apd regional
planning and system developieng' to RIT's future.
. . <. o _
A relatively small working Commission vas appoipted consisting of two
‘ » A

Trustees, two Vice Presidents, one Dean and one faculty menber, plus two

staff members. ) i

.
’ ]

o “Inifial discussions were convened to plumb’the Statl’ and local economic

forecasts. The second step was to define areas of stiy. When this wase

!
‘-

N

-
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S K : ! ; . b _ £ .
L H . . A - - ' .
p . ’ M “
‘u comple:ed, each Commission member selected an area and a Task Force was - N
ST ’ .
dévelopés to respond to the issue. Eacb Task Force tapped” expertise * .
X throughout the Institute and the reports they developed were based upon % ’ ]
= e ;\ AR / ' ‘.
research studies, questionnaires, interviews, ﬂata analysis hearin%s, and
* the deliberations of the Task Force: The Commigsion staff_.served as staff
-~ . . - b
to each of the Task Forces. This was found to be’Extremely helpful in i
that At freed members to explore questiOns more creatively and to know that .
. . } : . ‘
they would receive back-up‘sgpport to whatever degree necessaty : .
. _ ¢ . -r . R . ] . -
The process is demonstrated in ‘the accompanying diagram: - .
'S
TN , ‘ T _
E inflation—S40p and Go—Vates
» . Conventsona! vs Unconventwnal R
. P Task Force Reports Ve . 3%
e Ensolment~Governance—Pubic Support ( i . ” .
N Voluntansm—~Statiing and Compensation—Energy \' ,
. - . ) tang Use—Financal Analysis—Master Plans ~— o . ,
o . . Lescatce ~ Dats
3 .~ . : .
J p ' ’ :

.
r he - -

The base of the pyramid represents’tﬁe'existing data base, both internal N

v e

. and external. Task Fotces researched questions of enrolikent, governance, :

public support, voluntarism, 8faffing and compensation, energy, land use,

LI

_ finances, and the existing magter planninéxessumptions. , The thematic

~
-

”» - - ’ -
sumparies represent a distillation of the .meaning of each task force report

»”~ . .

¢ ~ , A . ot
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=
int:egratea into a descr,ipt:ion of the expected enviromnent: of t:he 80'3. ,Thek

. r
| _reports and the thematic summary provided the base for det:ermining the. new - +
S . \ & " / .

assumpt:ions and t:he resultant economic modef . The conclusions are a series -

“

X ’_ ) of questions or challenges the Inst:itut:e nust confnont aover t:he next several -
) ) ‘ - " ‘i_, . © . M : - 4 T - * @35;;;,.3 1
years. ) M '_“ - y ) ~ , e |

- o . ; - - — -y ) :
. . Lo P " Ot . ﬁ-l
N . The themes that emerged- ¥rom this two?r atudy can be briefly st:at:ed ‘ }
L ; - . _ _ A
as follows' ’ o ~ ‘ ‘ - .. 4
|

y . t . 7

‘1., 1Inflation will seriously erode t:he'resonrbes available
for higher education. There will ‘be no szfgificant: income
t:ransfers from other sect:ors of our sotiety, t:hus, the bgrden. . . " €

- s . of\responding to this -devaluat:ion of the veaucationnl dollar s '
’ . ’ ‘ A ~‘ ? g ‘ - .X 7
- will be an internal responsibility.

L . « o
~ . o s

o . 2. A "stop and go" enviromment will chargct:erize the 80's.

¥

Vola:tiliti and t:urbtilence will mirk.the economic, political  ° '

<
-

'and demograph:f.c sect:ors of our societ:y. Again, the he&lgei will .

only be found internally. ., - " . ' .

”~

¥ 3. -Values are changd.ng and’ the 't‘tx:ends indicat:e th‘at:" higher ' i .
~ &ducation will no longer occupy its t:raditional place of pre- Teo P e
R _  eminance 1in 8 societ:y & vision of progress. It is necessary, ~

|
4 * therefore, to understand and influence thege trends and develop l
S0 ‘ ' t o - ¢

¥ = -

b v . anticipato%esponses. . ' .-

B _- - - N /I
) - t 4, Institute self-analysiq suggests that: RIT is unconvent:ional

‘
) 3

in *several respects. To maint:ain t:his position it is necessary

e . " to” establiq% priorities which will keep RIT on it:s “unconventional
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Rochester lnstltute of Technology
- Economic. Study Commlsswn

in Current Dollars and Constant 1976 Dollars
for fhefiscal \’ears 1976-1990 '

‘ Projected Instructional Expencﬁtures (1) Per Full-ﬁme Equwa!ent Student

1978

1980

1977
FY
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e d i . . » v
4 o B
..« (1] Excludiig NTID .
@™ Assumes higher education inflation costs 6f 6% componnded annually
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e s oy o . o N\
K - 5.‘ One of the priorities is an imperative for planning,in ,
. . s ) th [ -
; v qr~order to focn&issues for units across the campus and develop
. L
responsive, reasoned actions. » - . % ¢

- -~

To highlight: thege themes that will inevitably play—out on the Inst:i-
e’over the next Eecade, we devel,oped a series of proje)ct:ions They are

P

detajled assumptions. The model that is constpucted is largely enrollment

,and inflation driven. _ It essentially represent:s our .be;t: gﬁess" about what

the income an nditure trends will be if we keep on doing business as
= usual. - _
.s}‘ ‘s ‘Q‘ -
. ‘,) [ - : ¢ * .'
- T Several examples may prove useful. -

. & -

4 To. ‘\ ’ ' \

KT -

'~ g* . Since inflation is ;&;jecced to be a major and continuing problem, it
- . : ’ ’ -

was u‘eceﬂssary to demonstrate its compounding effegt and its differential

. ' impact on institutions of higher education. An assumed inflation rate of,
. &% for the general economy and 6% for higher education results in sigutfi-

. 7: cant "inflation gap" over the period reported.

v ., -

In the Commiission repori: we

- overlayed projecéed, tuition rates and t charges plus per capita dispos-
4 i -
. . able personal imcome. This was to @sﬁz}_ﬁ that;}\we’ would not pass '

b - flong all the effects of inflat:ion to the consumer and (2) ‘that it was not

= likely we would price ourselves: out of the market:. (see chart 1’)

B

,Another chart: de'aIs wit:h the projected in:s>ruct:iona1 expendit:ur'es' per

Al
— i

v v
. - Py

) . FTE student.

will increase subst:ant:\all? but with inflat:ion removed it will actually ‘re-

present a decliue of resources available for inst:ruct:ional expenditutes.

£ 4
.
t - . . .

* -
»
.
' -37- . '
— — v
- . .

[}

L AN

for ‘the most Qart: relatively sj.mple, straight, 1i..ne profect:ions based on the

~

This chart. vividly demonstrates t:hat the current dollar amount

-G

) - . 'Khis yas Also incladed to demonst:rat:e the (necessif.y ‘of significant gains in

-

.'

L ol
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tungwjmué times ahead. The answer is clearly Ro: the financial model

O

— \ ’\ I .

) - - ‘- - . — ;) A . . /\
productivity (student/faculty ratio) to protect against further devaluation.
(See chart 2) A ’ Q .

, . )

Finally, so that there would be a better understanding of allocation
decisions and their interrelation, we inclnded a chart describing educational

aﬁd general revennes and expend es by category as a percentage of total .

educational and genera]? chart de-onstrates the changing nature of theg /

revenue pattern with endomx: feturn and voluntary support assuming the bur-
den of Iosses in student .tuition and fees. On the expenditure side, the ’
significance of spiraling energy costs” can be seen eroding ‘the dollars that

can be allocated to institutional snyport, student services, and instruction

* and direct educational activities. (See chart 3) These charts are intended

*

a

—

]

s

to be imstructive tools and not defi'nitive pfojections.

. g -

- The report on "The Third Decade" was co:pleted inrthe Spring of 1977. . =

A companion document from the Institutional Advancemert Comiséion 1s neaf—
ing cmlpletign. The IAT report will focns on neans for, increasing the pro-,
bability that private sources of financial largesse will imieed agsume an

increasing share of incone,‘production.'_’.

- \-’ ?
& S A
A P =,
~—

At this time it can be fairly asked if RIT 1s indeed ready to face th

s £

agsumes a business as usual stance and does mot take into account bold new
ventures‘ the linkages bétween the macro-environment and the micro-environ-

ment have not been es:ablished' a plan for action has not been developed ’by \&
each unit:.jof the Institute; finally, it nust- be wondered if the report on

“The Third Decade” will meet the same fate as many other dust-covered

- e
documents. _'};

°



;Rochesterlnshtuteof'fechnology R . :
Economlc Study Commission S - :

- . Comparison of Educational and General RevenuesandExpendmxr&s '
. byCmeém&sasaPacenhgeﬁTowEduwmm General

fortheﬁscal Years 1978,1985,and 1890, . . ' .
. . _ anaryPro;ecbenModel
- Educational and General ) L Educational and General’ ) > ' )
. Revenues {1) - - ‘ Expenditures (2) T
Endowment Return B P .
9.6% ; -
‘ 7 % nox { 127%
. Private Gihs,Gmls.ﬂc 7.3% .
82%
Ea 7%
Tuition _and Fees -
. N . hd
- 71.7% 70.0% 67.7%
- . . “sm2% ||- sar% 51.1%
"o 1978 ° 1985 1990 1978 1985 1990
: < . / ' =
N , .
"( ’ / ¢ . -
[ 4 N ’ 1 ‘
] . o ‘ . '
. . O : .
Y . ST
v : c . . - , T
* ’ i /
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- ! ;_: N Pl 4
2 T Y v . ¢
/—""\__4; "
. r ) ’ - ' . £
. / ' 5
,/ (1) Excluding NTID  * - ' : ) e - '
12) Excluding NTID and Educational Debt Service - o
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To move the procoais beyond..thé de;criptiye', a great deal more needs to
hdppen. In response to the i;pgtotive’ for piamirig reco-end;tinm, a plan- _
" ning officer has be;n appoinj;ed. Refloetive of the philosophy of planning A )
at RIT, that officer has been ent:!.tled Director of Planning Projeota indi- '
‘cating that plann:tng is the result of de;entralized projects and not the
_:pr,ofluct o_f a single office. Pluming is further de&hed 28 a learning process.

- > it

- To :Lnsute that the Iearn:l.ng proceas contim:es and reasoned action .
~

results, seve;:al other 8teps have been taken

s -

' ‘;v(l) The President in his ?all megsage to—lthe faculty has
f‘ﬁighligbted what needs to be done to adequately Jprepare for AN
" the 80's through Institute-wide planning. Ke appointed a < ‘
facnlty Task Force on the 80's to-.sharpen the issues identi-
fied by the Economic Study Copmission and déteraine which K
> units should respond to thea. In addition, this Task Force R
18‘ to aét as the Steering Comittee 401: RIT's accreditation
' vrevie'w and to develop the s]gecific plan for the Institute
for the 80's. " w

Ty
% - -~

GZ). Two standing committees of the Policy Council have been
. assigned 'basic .que;tions that will assist tbe planning ef.é.o{t
¥What is the optimm educational size of the Institute and what - ' .
are the essential coapetencies an RIT student should acquire

during his or her education?

@ " Whe Third neca&éi' ha.g been distributed to all members

I

of the Institute connmity. Many groups have elected to'.
\



Sevgral—f‘apulty neubers are turrently developing a simmla-~’
tion game using the Comisaion report as the basis LIt s
felt this /w{.ll\asaiat in moving e]:oser to'the intended uge —-

et .

of the report- as a learning t:ool. ’ B

-
—

\
~ (4) The budgeting pProcess AIBs now buflt-in Funding for -

prograf innovat:ions and cont:ingencies to hedge againat:
- short-£ In t:he past, t:he budget cycle-has been one ,

- year; it is being expanded to a two-year cycle.-‘ >

.
[ -

- "\

&) Recogm‘.zing that: Mtithmde is important, \'\]'X

the bas,e s being conét:tuct:ed for responding to the pro- .

‘fesaionalw and personal development needs of members of the
RIT co;nn;ty/, A series of seminars is planned for this

. year.. They will b'egin to aszzérf:ain those meeds and to a.sezn:e -
fa'culty and staff that_ positive and developmental activi:ties

- ¥ 1

can ‘serye as an appropriate response to the decade- ahead.

t e

?

It41s apparent: t:hat: t:he framework of information available has stigu~

<

lated preparation for t:he future. One note of caut:ion needs t'o*e inter-
jected at this polnt. The‘i}é are pro‘blm ahead but they should not ‘be

use&\to/frighted faculty or to create a sense of inevitabilit:y. Indeed

-—

we should focus on the opportunijies that this new environgent: wj_ll creat:e. ’

" As a labor’ int:ensive enterprise, we must concentrate on the.human resources

that are t:ruly t:he fund for the future. At t:his point, to cencentrate on -
the t:ools and not t:he process; to look for deciaion from data and not from

N

\
people would be § gérious mistake. The emphaaig\!_.g/blarming deeds to be on

- -




, - . e tnoa
.

sinple decisionmaking procedures that are sufficiently demo- .
cratic and participative to respénd naturally to enviromsental

B change. To be effective, planning procedurés pﬁst be charac- e ~
terized by simplicity, flexibility; the ability to keep i
pertinent informatien in focus, and provision for meaningful o ®
participationbyall.concemedl N N .

: = N S

In short, plamning aust be vieved as a learning process.

»

. ) N
“ N . k4 1
. ’ ~ N ‘
,
.

lRichardaen, Richa.rd C., bon E.* Gardner, and Amn Pierce, "The Reed for
Institutigna;( Planning” in ERIC/Higher Education Research Currents,
Septezbé’r, 1977. ;i .
-, s

E]
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=" .| SELECTEK BIBLIOGRAPHY ON HE TOPIC OF °
PERSISTENCE AND ATTRITION IN POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

-'
~ -

" . -’
* -

.
‘e

e . - PREPARED BY . '
- < . PETER T. FARAGD“—/) - :

OFFICE OF ,ANALYTICAL  STUDIES ANIY PLANNING .

BOSTON UNIVERSITY . -

© . - (OCTOEER 1977)

»~

F

ATHIS ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY IS INTENDED FOK THE RESEARCHER OR

THE INSTITUTIONAL FLANNER WHO IS INTERESTED IN SAMPLING RECENT
LITERATURE RELATED TO THE SUBJECT OF COLLEGE STUDENT ATTRITION =
AND RETENTION: IT IS BY NO MEANS AN EXHAUSTIVE LIST, RATHER IT

IS PROVIDED TO BE USED AS A STARTING POINT. SEVERAL OF THE ITEMS
CITED CONTAIN EXTENSIVE LISTS REFERENCING OTHER RELATED MATERIALS.

E°APPLICABLE, ANNOTATIBNS START WITH SOME KEY WORDS INDICATING

THE TYPE OF INSTITUTION STUBIED, THE TYPE OF STUDY CONDUCTEDs A
WHETHER THE QUESTIONS ASKED BERTAINEL. TO THE NUMBERS OR TO THE ”ﬁ}
_REASONS RELATED TO ATTRITION., *REFERENCES® INDICATES THAT THE —
ITEM IS A GOOD SOURCE FOR FURTHER REFERENCES.

LASTLY, SOME SOURCES NOT LISTED HERE ARE.THE PERIODIC *ERICS
INDECES, THE *DISSERTATION ABSTRACTS®s ABD THE SOCIAL SCIENCES
EDITION OF *CURRENT CONTENTS®s ALL OF WHICH ARE AVAILABLE AT

MANY LIBRARIES. THEY -ALL INCLUDE ITEMS UNDER THE HEADING OF

3

I LI

*
e
N
e
135N
O
L]

" 'DRDPOUTS'; ANIL ARE USEFUL FOR KEEPING UP WITH RECENT PUBLICATIONS. .

>




) . SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY ON THE TOPIC OF ‘o ‘
- l PERSISTENCE AND ATTRITION ‘POSTSECONDQRY EDUCQTION

i A d A “m—

ASTINs, ALEXANDER W. ) o
COLLEGE DROPOUTS: A NATIONAL PROFILE:

. ANER, COUNCIL ON Enucarrdﬁy REéEhRdﬁ REPORT VOL,7; NO,1 ¢
¥ (FEB.1972)

—

¢

)

- “HULTI-INSTITUTIONAL LONGETUDINhLv’NUHBERSv REASONS _

BASED ON DATA FROM STUDENTS ATTENDING A REPRESENTATIVE NATIONAL SAMPLE
. OF 217 INSTITUTIONSs, INCLUDING TWO- AND FDUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSI-
- . TIES. USING THE FRESHMAN CLASS ENTERING IN FALL 1966, THE STUDY.

EXAMINES THE NATIONAL DROPOUT" RATE» AND THE RELATIONSHIP OF VARIOUS
PERSONAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS TO DROPPING OUT. DATA WERE COMPILED
BASED, ON INITIAL STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRES AND FOLLOWUPS ONE AND §DUR B
YEARS ‘AFTER COLEEGE ENTRYe ’ . o

4

X

ASTINs ALEXANDER #. ,
PREVENTING STUDENTS FROM DROPPING OUT, :
JOSSEY—BASS INC.y SAN FRANCISCO (1975) ; S

HULTI*INSTITUTIONAL! LONGITUDINAL: NUHB Ss REASONS . \ -
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA WERE COLLECTED FROM THE FRESHMAN CLASS ENTERING
"IN THE FALL OF 1948 AND FOLLOWED UP FOUR YEARS LATER. THE SAHMPLE GROUP
_WAS SELECTED FROM 358 TWO- AND FOUR-YEAR COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES., B
HQTIQNAL AVERAGE -DROPOUT RATE WAS DETERMINED FOR. VARIOUS TYPES OF

* INSTITUTIONS. THE CORRELATIONS WITH PERSISTENCE WERE ESTABLISHED FOR
A LARGE NUHMBER DF FACTORS INVOLVING ACADEMIC VARIABLESs FINANCIAL ’ >
VARIABLESy STUDENT EMPLOYMENT STATUSs STUDENT RESIDENCEs COLLEGE
CHARACTERISTICSs AND THE MATCH BETWEEN THE STUDENT AND THE INSTITUTION.

A LIST OF CONCLUSIONS WERE DRAWN AND A WORKSHEET IS PROPOSED FO }
|
\

N
3 o N

PREDICTING A.STUDENT’S CHANCESs RELATIVE ™0 “THE NATIONAL AUERAG _
i FOR DROPPING OUT. . .

CHASE; CLINTON J.» ET. AL . ’ |
_*PERSISTENCE AND CONDITIONS RELATED TO IT! A PERSISTENT QUESTION® |
“INDIANA STUDIES IN PREDICTIONs REPORT NO.32 INDIANA UNIV., BUREAU OF |
EDUCATIONAL STUDIES. AND TESTING, BLOOHINGTONs (NOV. 1976) |

: -~ PUBLIC UNIVERSITYs LONGITUDINAL NUHBERSv R JNS | (:::}
THIS STUDY FOLLOWS FALL AND SPRING FRESHMAN HORTS OF 1971y 1973y AND
1974 OVER VARIOUS TIME PERIODS RANGING FROM FOUR TO TEN SEMESTERS.
ACADEMIC AND NON-ACADEHIC DROPOUTS ARE DISTINGUISHED. SIGNIFICANTLY :
« DIFFERENT PERSISTENCE PATTERNS WERE OBSERVED FOR FALL AND SPRING }
COHORTS. THE EFFECTS OF VARIOUS FACTBKS OTHER THAN ACADEMIC STANDING <
} WERE EXAMINEDs INCLUDING STATE RESIDENCY!URBQN OR NON- URBQN HOME |
PARENT ALUMNI, ETCs

A A ., . . ' <

|
COLLEGE STUDENT PERSONNEL ABSTRACTS - PUBLISHED QUARTERLY ' ’ )
BY THE NATYONAL ASSOCIATION OF-STUDENT PERSONNEL _ N
ADMINISTRATORS (NASPA) SEE! °*ATTRITION® y . ﬁ

L]

. ‘REFERENCES - ’
. THIS QUARTELY JOURNAL REBULAKLY Hes A SECTION TITLED *ATTRITION®:
" WHICH PRESENTS aasrkacrs OF RECENT PUBLICATIGNS RELATED TO. _THIS AREA.

|

|

‘ 1
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COFEy ROBERT G. AND UILLIAH HANNAH .

EL-KAWAS, ELAINE H. AND ANN A. BISCONTI :

GILBEﬁ*v CHARLES C. AND LOWELL -A LUECK.

:.eUAILABLE FROM ERIC, #ED 134 129 (1976)

GILBERTy\EHQRLES T. AND LOWELL A. LUEC

HARRIS, SEYHOUR E. : - -

KESSELMANs JUDI R.
*THE CARE AND FEEDING OF STDP -ouTs* ‘ . ' .

-

# M —

REVOLVING COLLEGE DOORS - THE CAUSES AND CQHSEGUENSOES gF DROPPING QuUT»
STOPPING OUT DR TRANSFERRING. J. WILEY, NEW YORK (1975)

[N

GENERAL. » DESCRIPTIUEv REFERENCES
THIS IS_AN EXCELLENT OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT KNDHLEDGE CONCERNING
COLLEGE ATTRITION. BY COLLECTING INFORMATION FROM AVAILABLE PUBLIC#TIONS
AND ADDING TO IT THE RESULTS OF THE AUTHORS’ EXTENSIVE REBEARCHr .
THEY CONSTRUCT A CLEAR AND COMPREHENSIVE DESCRIPTION OF T SUBJECT
MATTER. AN ATTEMPT IS MADE TO PROVOKE THE READER TO. THINK ABOUT THE
BENEFITS AS WELL AS THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF DROPFING OUT AND STOPPING
OUT. INCLUDED ARE A GOOI' *SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS® CHAFTERs AS

WELL 'AS A VERY ‘EXTENSIVE 20 PAGE LIST OF REFERENCES. . A

)

\‘

*FIVE AND TEN YEARS AFTER COLLEGE ENTRY® . : . -

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION, RESEARCH REPORT VOL. 91 NO.1.,7(1974)

*APPROACHES TO STUDYING THE STUDENT DROPOUT - OR WHERE , ) .
HAVE ALL THE STUDENTS GONE?® .

MULTI-INSTITUTIONALs» LONGITUDINAL, NUMBERS, REASONS
USING A REPRESENTATIVE NATIONAL SAMPLE, MEMBERS OF THE 1961 AND 1966
COHORTS WERE CONTACTED IN 1971 BY YWEANS OF MAILED QUESTIONNAIRES.
THIS IS AN EXTENSIVE REPORT ON THE WCADEMIC PROGRESS AND THE EMPLOYMENT
EXPERIENCE OF THE MEMBERS OF THE Tuo OHORTS., . ‘ N

-

~~

N

.
*THE STUDENT FLOW MODEL AS A TOgEL ANALYZE THE STUDENT DROPOUT
AVAILABLE FROM ERIC, #$ED 131 818 . -

-

— ~.

A STATISTICAL PORTRAIT OF HIGHER E EDUCATION. . 7
HCGRAW-HILLs NEW YORK (1972) (CARNEGIE. COHHISSION BN HIGHER EDUCATION)

CONTAINS DATA RELATED TO NATIONAL ATTRITION PATTERNS IN THE 1950’S
AND 4960’S. (SEE PP, 66-73s .445-449)

-

' CHANGE VQL.8s NO.4s PP13-15 (MAYs, 1976)
THE BUTHOR SUGGESTS THAT NOT ENOUGH ATTENTION IS PAID BY INSTITUTIONS
TO STUDENTS WHO MAY WISH TO (OFTEN TO THEIR BENEFIT) INTﬁJ\QPT THEIR
STUDIES FOR ONE OR MORE SEMESTERS. SHE SUGGESTS WAYS WHICH COULD MAKE
SUCH AN EXPERIENCE EASIER AND MORE BENEFICIAL FOR THE STUDENT.: AND

MAY AT THE SAME TIME 'INCREASE THE LIKELTIHOOD OF THEIR RETURNING TO

COHPLETE THEIR UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION. )

- ~45- | )

¢ s
v

[ ——————— A

51 ; h




o~

/ -

4
] : ‘ . . s

: . Y
KESSELMANs JUDI R«
STOPPING OUT, A GUIDE TO LEAUIEB'CDLLEGE AND-BETTING BACK INy
M.-EVANS & CO. NFW YORK, (1976) :

-f ‘,, f.\ ‘& ﬁ } > * N » 7 3
LANGLOIS, ELEANOR - S
*GRADUATE, ATTRITION AT BERKELEY' ¥ ¢ : -
OFFICE BF INSTITUTIONAL, RESEAngi UNIV OF CALIF.: BERKELEYy ~
¢AUG. 1972) ) T
- . N - ‘ ’ !
- GRADUATE:IREASDNS

ONE OF THE FEW ATTEHPTS TO STUDY STUDENT ATTBITIOH_AT THE GRADUATE
LEVEL. BY HEANS OF A SURVEYs THIS STUDY LOOKS AT WH GRADUATE STUDENTS
LEAVE BEFORE COMPLETING THFIR GRADUATE DEGREE PROG

-

NCHEKS TECHNICAL REPORT 74
A MANUAL FOR CONDUCTING STUDENT ATTRITION STUDIES IN INSTI-
JUTIONS OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION. -
NATL. CENTER FOR HIGHER EDUC. MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS BOULDER ’
(1976) ) . k .

—t ~
THIS MANUAL PROVIDES A STEP-BY-STEP GUIDE' TO CONDUCTING A MAIL SURVEY
AIMED AT ASSESSING STUDENTS‘ REASONS FOR DISCONTINUING THEIR UNDER-
GRADUATE EDUCATION. INCLUDED ARE SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRES AND LETTERS
COST ESTIMATESs AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR CODINGsy PROCESSING AND ANALYZING
THE DATA. AVAILABLE FROM NCHEMS: BOULDER, EOLORADO. .

! L4

.

NOELs LEE AND LOIS.RENTER
*COLLEGE STUDENT RETENTIONs, AN ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY OF RECENT
DISSERTATIONS® (1970-MARCHs. 1975)

AMERICAN COLLEGE TESTING PROGR?H; I0OWA CITY» IOUA‘(197§)

' 7 .
REFERENCES ' - - .

DISSERTATIONS CITED IN THIS BIBLIOGRAPHY ARE DIVIDED INTO GROUPS

DEALING WITH PUBLIC COMMUNITY COLLEGESs PUBLIC COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIESy
PRIVATE COLLEBES AND UNIVERSITIESs AND OTHER. MOST DISSERTATIONS
DEAL WITH STUBYING REASONS FOR ATTRITION AT _A SINGLE INSTITUTION. |
COPIES' OF THE BIBLIOGRAPHY ARE AVAILABLE FK;?,EROH THE AMERICAN B .
COLLEGE TESTING PROGRAMs 2201 NORTH DODGE s 0.BOX 168y ‘10WA CITYy
- IOWA 52240, COPIES OF THE DISSERTATIONS THEMSELVES ARE AVAILABLE FROM
UNIUERSITY MICROFILMSs ANN ARBORy HICHIGAN.

-

.

 SHULMANs CARDL HERRNSTADT . s

*RECENT ‘TRENDS IN STUDENT RETENTION® - -
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION FOR HIGHER EDUCATIONs WASHINGTONs D.C.

(1976 . . L

v s

GENERAL» REFERENCES ° ' ﬁ// !
AN EXCELLENT CONCISE SUMMARY OF RECENT FINDINGS; PUBLICATIONSs AND
RESOURCES RELATED TO' COLLEGE - ‘ATTRITION. A USEFUL LIST OF SELECTED

REFERENCES IS INCLUDED. ,
. -46- “ e
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SUSLOW, SIDNEY ET. AL. ) ’
*STUDENT PERFORMANCE AND ATTRITION AT THE ﬁNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA:

BERKELEY: A FOLLOW-UP OF THE ENTERING FRESHHAN CLASSES ;

-

OF FALL 1955 AND FALL. 1960° . 5 ‘ﬂ

OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL ﬁESEARCHy UNIU. OF CAL.>» BERKELEY; (1968)

. PUBLIC UNIVERSITYs LONGITUDINAL» NUMBERS j>ﬂ; . )
THIS STUDY, CONDUCTED IN 1965, EXAMINED THE FALL)1955 AND FALL 1960
FRESHMAN COHORTS. ALOBNG WITH A LATER STUDY (SEE NBXT REFERENCE)»
THIS CONSTITUTES ONE OF THE BEST LONGITUDINAL ATTRITION STUDIES
PERFOKMED AT A SINGLE INSTITUTION. THE METHODOLOGY AND THE FINDINGS
ARE. CLEARLY STATEL, THE AUTHORS EXAMINED OVERALL PERSISTANCE PATTERNS
AS WELL AS FERSISTENCE IN AND TRANSFERS AMONG THE VARIOUS COLLEGES

~ AND FIELDS OF STUDY AT BERKELEY. A FOLLOW-UP STUDY OF THE STUDENTS

_ WHO LEFT BERKELEY WAS USED TO ESTABLISH_THEIR ACADEMIC PROGRESS
SUBSEQUENT TO LEAVING.- . £ -

-

-

SUSLOWs SIDNEY : )
*PERSISTENCE AND INTERCAMPUS TRANSFER. UNDERGRADUATES AT BERKELEY®
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH: UNIV . OF CAL.s BERKELEYy (1973)

UBLIC UNIVERSITYs LONGITUDINALs NUMBERS
SIMILAR TO THE STUDY IN THE PREYIOUS REFERENCEs THIS STUDY LOOKS AT
THE FRESHMAN COHORTS OF FALL 1955, 1960y AND 1969 THROUGH 1974.
THE STUDY WAS.-CONDUCTED' IN THE FALL OF 1975, CHANGES IN PERSISTENCE
PATTERNS ARE OBSERVEDs OVERALL AND WITHIN COLLEGE PERSISENCE IS
EXAMINEDy AND A SEPARATE SECTION DEALS WITH THE PERSISTENCE OF
JUNIOR TRANSFERS TO BERKELEY., WELL DONE AND HEGHLY RECOMMENDED.
AVAILABLE ON REQUEST FROHM THE OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL STUDIES,
U.C.r BERKELEY. %

-

-

SUSLOW, SIDNEY -
*BENEFITS OF A COHORT SURVIVAL PROJECTION MODEL® IN
APPLYING ANALYTICAL -METHODS TO PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT»
D.S.P. HOFKINS AND R.G. SCHROEDERs EDYTORSs JOSSEY-BASSs INC.
SAN FRANCISCOs (1977) T - =
. . . e . ¢ .
* BENERAL - - . ) .
THE AUTHOR, EXPLAINS THE DIFFERENCES AMONG THREE ENROLLHENT PﬁOJECTION
MODELS THE USE_OF GRADE PRDGRESSION RATIOS, MARKOV PROJECTION®y AND
‘COHORT SURVIVAL PROJECTIONS. THE ADVANTAGES OF THE COHORT SURVIVAL

. MODELS OVER THE OTHERS ARE DISCUSSED. A SEPARATE SECTION DEALS WITH
THE APPLICABILITY OF THE COHORT SURVIVAL HETHOD TO STUDENT PERSISTANCE
BTUDIES. .

*
1

SUTTLE; Js LLOYD '
'ENROLtﬂENT; ADMISSIORs AND-THE SUMHER TERH ~ A REPORT ON THE .
DEUELOPHENT OF [AN ENROLLMENT PLANNING MODEL FOR YALE COLLEGE® *
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH: YALE UNIUER;ITY; NEW HAVEN;y,
CONN. (1974) . v
COHORT SURVIV L CURVES ARE4 CONSTRUCTED FOR THE FALL 1970 COHORT AND ARE

APFLIED AS AN ENROLLHENT PRGJECT%?N TOOL IN B LARGER HODEL »

. .
. . » L)
. ]

S
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TERENZINI, PATRICK To AND' ERNEST T PASCARELLA ° .
*UOLUNTARY FRESHMAN ATTRITION AND PATTERNS OF SOCIAL AND ACADEMIC . P
- < -INTEGRATION IN A UNIVERSITY! A TEST OF A CONCEPTUAL - HODEL' > ) :
f’ RESEARCH IN EDUCATION» Viy PP 15-43 (1977) Lo e

L4
< -

PRIVATE UNIVERSITY) cnoSs-sscrzonnL. Rsnsgy s . =
r THE AUTHORS STUDY VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWALS FROM® ONE LEGE: OF THE
UNIVERSITY IN AN ATTEMPT TO TEST TINT0’S (SEE BEL| MODEL OF THE -~ p
% EFFECTS OF ACADEMIC AND SOCIAL, INTEBRATION ON PERSISTENCE. QISCRIMINANT
ANALYSIS IS USED TO ESTABLISH A SET OF VARIABLES FOR DISCIBENATING
"BETWEEN PERSISTERS AND NONPERSISTERS.-THE PREDICTIVE VALUE OF THESE
VARIABLES IS ACKNOWLEDGED TO BE LIMITED, BUT THE STUDY IS A GOOD o
R INDICATOR OF THE COMPLEXITY OF THE INFLUENCES EEFECTING ATTRITION.
. »% WO SUESEQUENT PAPERS WERE PRESENTED BY THE AUTHORS AT THE. 1277 A.IR.
, ;§g§?' FOBUM AND APPEAR IN! CONFLIETING PRESSURES IN ROSTSECONDARY EDUCATION,
F 38" .. R.H. FENSKE» ED+» A.I.R. (I977), BGTH OF THESE LATTER PAPERS DEAL WITH
~". THE FURTHER STUDY OF THE SAME MODEL AND LOOK SPECIFICALLY AT THE EFFECTS
= OF SOCIAL INTERACTION BETWEEN STUDENTS AND FACULTY ON FRESHMAN ATTRITION.

k] e r” s

& -

»
- a———

. TINTO» .VINGERF - : — -
1 'DROPGU?'FROﬁ'HIGHER EDUCATION: A THEORETICAL SYNTHESIS oF _
RECENT RESEARCH® . g

z s ¥

|
|
|

ot REUIEUS OoF HIGHER EDUCATIGN; 4S5y #f’(UINTER '75) PP 89-125 B

- v - oo

BENERaLv THEOR@TICAL: REASONSs REFERENCES . '

s T THE AUTHOR LOOKS AT EXISTING RESEARCH ON ATTRITION AND PROPOSES A MODEL -4

.~ FOR SYNTHESIZING* THE INFORMATION INTO A PREDICTIVE MODEL. HE .

DIFFERENTIATES BETWEEN VARIABLES RELATED TO ACADEMIC AND TO SOCIAL i

INTEGRATIOH OF THE STUDENT INTO THE ACADEMIC ENVIRONMENTs» AND THEN 4 :

EXAMINES THE INDEPENDENT AND COMBINED EFFECTS OF THESE TWO TYPES OF

|

VARIABLES ON ACADEHIC DISMISSALS AND ON UOLUNTARY WITHDRAWALS., . _ . -

‘A USEFUL BIBLIOGRAPHY OF OVER 100 REFERENCES IS INCLUDED. 3 J
* ’--’ . A ) 7 a. ; 1
*  WRIGHT» CHARLES R. ’ ) ‘
*SUCCESS OR FAILURE IN EARNING GRADUATE DEGREES® F
SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATIONs VOL. 38, <FALL 1964) PP 33-97, J
4 BRADUATE» LONGITUDINAL ' ) /. :
»"GO \ ' @ - 1
- | \. J
! '\; - ) v
v ' o .- S - -
- f"!" - - *




ST N
. NON RETURNING STUDENTS QUESTIONNAIRE

] - . R ‘ . J. David Smith, Ed.L,
- fF - ‘ 4 -AE tant Dean. for Freshmen .

. HName | -~ _ . m.den r College
- 2. Your Academic’Majb? at Hidener wa§ ‘ .
3. . At Widener; were you ) a boarding student . e
U X a commuting student - .

“ s, Assﬁiﬁng you applied to more than one ‘tollege for admission, was Hidener
;College your first, second third, or fourth ‘choice of colleges to
-attend? J

IR first choice of those I applied to:. ! . .
2 second choice of those I applied to. ) -
- 3. third choice of those I applied to. ' 5 . ‘
4 fourth choice of “those I appl1ed to. i
£8 I applied only to Widener. ) , .
! . 6 other; please 7ndicate . : - _ e
i :
5. Please indicate your" sources of financ1ng your educat1on when you .o
. attended. Nxdener. Indwcate _gprox1mate percentages of edch source:
: '1' % ‘support from parents - 8 Z State Guaranteed Loans
2 % your savings from previous work 9, - 4 commercial loans -
3 % G.I..Bf11 10’ % Reimbursed by employer
4 %.Hidener College Scholarship 11 ‘%4 College Work Study -
“ 5 *% Widener College Grant-In-Aid = 12° % full-time employment
- 6 % State Grant or Scho]arship 13 % Part-time employment
-7 % E 0 G. or B. 0 G, - 14 % other; pleaseé indicate
6.  Please indicate the -ene orgﬁw reasons for’ attending col]ege when, you
"< 7 were enrolled at Widener: -~ )
1 career preparation . . ’ ‘.
2 " . career advapcement . .
3 intellectual development ] -
4 parent's wishes ¢ - .t
§ - friends attending college: LT :
6 - ° college social environment .o ' *
7 - other; please indicate ﬂ"
7. Please 1ng1cate‘the one)br two reasons for gNeéejng Widener College:
.. 1 ‘location | ) ' O . R
2 avajlable financial aid e e
R Cadet Corps Progran . R
o 4 * specific académiioprogram' indicate ’
e 5 academic reputatton of Widener - .-
. - 6 - friends attend1ng\Hidener . . .. ;- 7
7. - fellow employggs aftendsng H1¢ener L . e v
8 other; please indicate: " : ‘. L - s : :
1] ~ « ‘-' . N - '/'(' ’
- - . \ .
- -49- " - * .V .l
.y - ,‘.




8. MWho or what inflienced you most in cﬁ&d?ing to enroll at Hidenerﬁﬁhen '
© ~you did? (Indicaté no more than two)

.
L]

~

1 Hidener College Admissions Representative
_ high school guidance counselors -

high school teachers ' .
parents . - .
friends-enrolled-at Widener
Widener or PMC Alumni - - RPN
visit ta HWidener's campus . )
‘Hidener College professors - .o i . -
<Hidener College official publications (catalogues, posters, etc.)
'fo§her; pléase indicate — R

T e -
F ey

[\

WO IO\ o W

1

-

.-

Plga?e indicate the one or two personal reasons for not réturning to.
Mideper: ) R N .

P

moved from the Widener, College area. L
"Stop-out" ¢ My not returning is a planned, temporary leave. p
tinancia&gconsiderations-- insufficient funds for college.
poor. academic performance or progress. '
undecided career objectives'. .
____ fharriage.

. lost interest in college in general.

=~ __ Qther;. please indicate

P AN - )

s . -

1111

"
~on on e e
»

[o:]

-

- .

10.~ Please indicate the one or two ,(nstitutional reasons for no¢ returning
_to HWidener:- €. - '
14 i P -
lack of student activities. . .
the quality of teaching. ;
academic program I Wanted was not offered.
did not like the housing accommodations.

did not 1ike the food served at MacMorland Center.,

-t
:

© W0 00~ OV N D D ) =

i

academic counseling was not adequate. :
personal counseling services vere not adequate.
administrators hassled students too much, -u
the quality of the other Widener students.
other; please indicate ]

—~bd

n. Oveféll, do ‘you feel the personal reasons (1isted in 9) or the
institutional reasons (1isted in 10) were primarily respondble for
your ]egving Hidener? = )

-l

Thé personal reasons were primarily responsible.-

The institutional reasons were primarily responsible.
It was a combination of the *two. ’

other; please indicate _ - L

1

,n

BN

11

»




.

e . : ' .

. 12, Régardless of your-reasons for leaving Hidener, what \4id you 1ike
and dislike most about tberpollege? ) ) T

—

L4

B Liked Most: . - ., " Y .

Di§11ked Mpst: .. " :

—— \

~——

13, . Is there qne‘thing Hidener could have done to have .prevented you: 7
from Veiving Widener College? - ‘ :

i

] . No - - ( - e,
2 "No opinion o ‘.
3 Yes. Please elaborate: ' - .
— / -+, ’
{ = - — =
. | . K 7

'14. Would you‘regomméﬁd Hidener ColTege to a friend or relative?

- - .

1 Yes LT Y
2_, Unsure . . =
3 No ) :

——— . —

r

-

15, -Please check one response:

1 I am currently enrolled at another school. )
2 .1 plan to enroll at another school: ' '
3 I am not enrolled nor do I plan to enroll at another school.
-~ 4 I have "stopped-out™ and plan to return to Hideper at a later
date. o )
) Hy plans are uncertain. ‘
6 other; please indfcate . <

Y
. E

16, If you are cﬁrfeni}y enrolled at hnothe} school or'plfh to enroll gt
another school, please at what school. I

+ . -

: 1 I am currently enrolled at ) v
- -1-am majoring %n . -
) 2 I plan to enroll at ] p
‘ I plan to-major in - -
: ‘ — — -
17, If you plan or ‘wish to return to Widener College, what can we do to .
-help you return? N . »

— o =z S

"
L
i1




- i - o
! - As best you can recall, please evaluate the following facilitias. .
funct1ons, and activities at Hidener 00112ge. -
4‘ L]
’ - —_ -
. ACADEMIC LIFE .
‘(v() QuaTity of teaching : ~
{T9) Interest shown by professors in- -your . .
.~ work and pradress as a student - - ‘
20) Library-and Library services - ~ ]
21) Class scheduling convenience -
i 22) Academic Counselind.
23) Classroom facilities —
‘T24) Laboratory facilities
o 25)' Quality of other Widerer students -- ~--f - 2 b
— 126) Help provided by the Academic Dean's officé
. TETJ Help -provided by the O0ffice of Freshman
" Prqgra-s
- A -— ” ~
Ve i STUDERT LIFE
T78) Opporflunity to participate in campus activityl . .
{28) Cultural evants on caspus
+. (30) Opportunity to participate in 1n€famura1 R
. athletics .
{31) Narsity athletic events - p
32) Personal counseling services -~
33) Student spirit and involvement -
{34) Entertainment for students on cCampus - ~
(35) Student activities at MacHMoriand Center
{36) Food services at MacMoriand Center
{37) Recreation facilities at HacHor?and Center
) 38) The bookstore:
39) Movies on campus . - -
{40) Fraternities/Sororities
. 412) Dormitories
423 Help from the Dean of Students office }
J- Help from the Financial Aids office * .
~ OTHER LT ;
&
44) Registration procedures -
(45) Parking accommodations
46) Health services
— 47) Attractiveness of campus ',
{ . T48) Security on campus ¥
’ (49) Help from the Business Qffice .
R {50) Help from- the Adm¥ssions Office <
Others (filk in your own), & ?

C g =

-

H

.

Please record any, additional comments you care to ,make on the back of ‘this

sheet.

——

—

L]
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Report to.the Dean

Freshman Attritzom and Academic Dismissdl? Study
Class of 1978

Report Prepared By:

<
J. David Smith, Ed.D.
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0ffice of Freshman Programs
HWidener Coliege -

-

' . December 1, 197§
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Freshman Attrition Study: Class of 1978
. ' , : "y ~N

N .

-

3
v

N This rébort presents thé results of our study to calculate
the rate of attrition for the Clads of 1978. It also presents - ~

data relevant to the issue of freshman attrition and academic -
‘.G R dismi?sal. . . )
3
Definitions - For.the burpose of this report, the fqliowing
definitions will be used: . //~) : "
One-Semester Attrition is defined as Class of 1978 > .
, freshmen enrolled in the 197 11 semester. but no
'~ enrolled An the 1975 Spring ester. -,
v ‘- -
P~ - Second-Semester Attrition is defined as ‘Class of 1978
.freshmen enrolled in the 1975 Spring semester but.not -
enrolled in the 1975 Fall semester though eligible to g .
be enrolled.- .. . ) .
1\: A ‘ B - A
. Two-Semester Attritjon is defipned as Class of ‘1978 y
freshmen enrolled in the 1974/Fall semester but not ° o -
nrolled in the 1975 Fall semester though ekigible to

be enrolled. L e

N .
Class of 1978 freshmen-were identified as attrited by.a .
name-by-name comparison of .appropriate enrollment rosters
provid by Data Processing. This report presents data about
Class of 1978 freshmen who entefed-Widener ‘in the 1974 Fall
semester, Glass of 1978 freshmen who entered in the 197§.
Spring ﬁm%ster are not reflected in .this report.

. —

., .
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Y
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Tables#1, #2, and #3 present the rates of one- semester, second- .
sensiter, and two-semester attrition. .

— — - L
H * 3
.‘ {

Jable #2. Rate of Second Semester AttrItaon C]ass of 1978
lpmand——

LR
- - -

e #1. Rate of One-Semesger Attrition: Class of 19787
f * 1 .
" Rumber 1978 Freshmen Number 19’8 Freshmen Enrolled Fail . Rate of One-
- Enrolled Fall 1974 1974 But Not Enrolled Spring ]975 Semester Attritiof
B2 T R o g

. 1
/ g .

Table #3. Rate of Two-Semester Attrition: Class of 1978 -
__—————ti e . ) . . &\’/JW - f—“______“_
- :/f"\\\ Humber 1978 Freshmen o
,Enrolled Fall 1974 But Not * Rate of
Number "1978 Freshmen Enrolled Fall.1975 Though Two-Semester
f ‘Eligible to Enroll Fa]) 1975 -Eligible to be Enrolled - Attrition
366 ) : S E . 22.1%

A d

~ Table #4 compares the gate Tof” freshman two- ;semester attrition at {
Hidener College with. the rate of freshman fwo- semester attrition
at all four- year co]]eges ‘and universitigés. ..

Table #4. Rates of Two-Semester Freshman Attrltaon H1denene;ollege and

A1l Four- Year Colleges and Universities”

-~ R \ll
.. . ’ Al] Four-Year Col]eges -,
Hidener College . and Universitijes o, .
- 2218 oL 2%

( - o .
. ,

For F detailed report of Jone- -semester attrition, see 3Ds &; ATH

*

:enorandum of 4/2/75. . . ,

2Seven Class of 1978 freshmen were dismissed from the College at the

’ %onc]usion of the 1975 Spring semester for insufficient academitc progress.
i

e. Two Semester Q P.A. of less than'l. 0)

-

3'Rate of attrition figures for a]] four-year colleges and universitiesx
taken from “"College Dropguts: A National Profile,” published by American

Q

ri] nn FAuerrtinn 1079

55 .
61

- - . E L - ’ . z
b ¢ . Number .¥978 Freshmen Number 1978 ,
*  ‘Number 1978- Enrdlled Spring 1975 Freshmen Eligible to - Rate of
Freshmen Eprolled and Eligible to Enroll Enroll Fall 1975- Second-Semester -
Spring }975 1975 Fall Semester But Not Enrolled - Attf?tion
344 S 3372 - sz 15,43 .
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" TJables #5, 16, and 47 identify the 81 one and two-semester attrited . }

freshmen and the seven dismissed freshmen by 'academic major (Table
#5), grade pojnt average (Table #6), and sex/residence {Table 47).

v -n

Table #5. Distribution by Academic Major.
e ———— . > e ) .
. R -§ Attrited ————  §
- Academic Major One-Semester Second-Semester Dismissed Total %
ploratory Stuies and L :
xploratory Studies an
_Liberal Arts Undecided .4 oz }7‘
* Mursing . SURNEE S T 0 .10 %
_ Business - 5 1 - 2 218 a1y
s Engineering ' 3 { 6 ' 1 16 1%
'Sc§ences' . ; - 3 . 5 ’ 2 .7 10 My
Humanities ] & - 2 ". 7 == 1 _ 10 1172 o
. Social Sciences =~ - ~ 0 S _1 6 7% |
= - § % ¢ N . “ - , .
" : 29 N 52 . . 7. - 88 99%
- h - ' LI - }
- ™~
‘ ‘ v . - B , q
‘Table #6. Distribution by.6rade Point Average # .
D E
) . Lt
. . # Attrited B J '
' g.P.A. One-Semester Second-Sémester Dismissed Total : . g
3.50 - 4.00 o C 0 1 1%
3.00 - 3.49’ 0 8 0 8 . 0%
2.50 - 2.99 3., 10 - oo 13 . 153
2.00 - 2.49, T T 14 0 15 17%
............................. t- - - % P w e e e = -
.1.50 = 1.99 5 12 ] 18 21%
;1000 - 1,49 4 - 6 1 1 13%
e .00 8 0 5 13 15%
ﬁ‘ .
Hithdrawn _ 8 _1 0 9 10%
o ' 7 88 1013 -

- 29 , 52
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" Table #7.

- . - h 'f B o '_‘ -

-~ ) - “

-~

'y M

Di st,ri bution ;by Sex/Residence

ot

Lot 83

. ’ -2
- . . N .
. Hale Female . ,
- One- Second- . One- Second- Dismissed ~—
Residence Semester Semester Semester Semester MaTe Female Total
- Boarded. - 9 18 3 13 3 2 48
Commuted 107 17 7 4 2 0 40
19 35 10 17 5 2 . 88
- s 27 . 7 -
-'r-
’ Twoisemester Summary of. Table #7 (less dismissed)
~ Total | : A 1 . R R | z
Hale ‘54 7% Bodrded 43 53%
: Female 27 _33% Commuted 38 _47%
_ 81. 100% ' , 81 100%
7 - ' ) .
<
o R
— = < - ‘.
8- - -~
58 A
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55%

101%
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-~

Ra;es of Attrition . .. '

The rate of one-semester freshman attrition was calculated.

.8%. The rate of second-semester freshman attrition
z calculated as 15.4%, The rate of twg-semester freshman
atthtton Was ca]culated as 22 1%.

N -

The Widener College twé semester, freshman rate of attr1tion
of 22.1% is virtually equal to the rate of two-semester
freshman attrft1on for all four .year colleges and
universities as reported in 2 1972 Amer1can Counci] on
Education publication. Y -

,

.,

-Academic MaJors

~

30% (24 of 81) of those freshmen who elected not to return
“for a second semester or a second year indicated txploratory
Studies (ES) or- h1beraT—hrts Undecided (AX) as their academic
programs. . - <
20% €16 of 81) of those electing not to return indicated a
major in Management/Applied Economics. The academic majors

_of the remaining 50% (41 of 81) of those freshmen who elected .

not to return were nearly equally distributed among the other

academic cepters and -groups. ,
, .

The seven freshmen 31sm1ssed from the co]fege after two
semesters indicated ac&dem1c majors in 5 of the 7 possible
categories .

k4 - V‘
ﬁ

Academfc Success

19% (4 of 21) of the one-semester attrited freshmen achieved
academic success {(defined as a cumulative Q.P.A. of 2.0 or
better). This compares with a one-semester rate 6f academic
success of 694 for all Class of 1978 freshmen.,

65% (33fb% 51) of‘the second-semester attrited freshfien .0
achieved academic success compared with a twp-semester rate
of academic success of 7T% of all Class of 1978 freshmen. ’

51% (37 of 72) of the two-semester attrited freshmen achieved
academic success compared with a two-semester rate of academic

success of 71% of all C]ass of 1978 freshmen. ] .
Sex/Résidence '

The per?gnt of male vs. female freshmen who elected not to
return for a second semester or a second year was virtua]]y
" equal to their percent of the eatirg Class of 1978. -

- o ‘ , -58-

84
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-~ semester or a second yeaf. accounted for a slightly greater
- ' ggggentage‘than their percentage of the entire CISEj\ff
TS ’ o : - : -

The seven.dismissed freshmen were found in 3 of the 4.
male vs. female, boarder vs. .commuter categories.

-

. -

5. Special Background Freshmen . \ . o

30% (24 of-81) of the freshmen who elected not to return
. "were admitted as freshmen Wwigh "special backgrounds®
s . {see JDS to ATHM memoranda of 2/7/75 and 6/11/75). .
e : "Special Background" freshmen accounted for 25% of the
> Class of 1978. -

-

Five ¢f the seven dismissed freshmen were “special-back- - -

ground® freshmen. -~ I , .

- —~

6. Questionnaires -

£y

- Qur standard non-returning student questionnaire has been
mailed to those Class of 1978 freshmen categorized as

) "second-semester attrition" fre<hmen. Results of that

£ - survey will®*be available. .

-

7. Appendices

Appepdix A lists Class of 1978 freshmen who’elected not
to return after one semester. : -

Appendix B lists Class of 1978 freshmen who elected not
to return for a third semester. -

Appendix C lists Class of 1978 freshmen who were dismissed
from the College ‘for insufficient academic progress. .-

“‘
'

-~ ’

S

Distribution '« ) N —~~
President Moll - > Professor Jenkins o
Dean Arbuckle : Dean Kornfield ’
Dean Bloom : Dean Landaiche )
Mr. Bowlby . Professor -L'Armand -
. - Professor Brown: : : " Dean Lindsley ' -5
. Mr, Bruce : Dean Meli
Mr. Cavin, = - | y -/ Professor Neaves
Professor “Conroy . Dean Rodney -
N Dean Dower Mr. Smeigh
Hrs. Garrison Dean Hoodside L.
Col."Gieseke - . . .- = . T '
; -59- .

CommutinéifréShmen who elected not to return.for a second




rT. / ’ 3
- i ] - P
o Appendix A - One Semester Attrition
. ) = . -
Class of 1978 freshmen who elected not to return to Widener for A
the 197% ‘Spring Semester P
- Rame T4 Hajor  Q.P.AL Residence C/B s
1. 7 rd .- QP 1.33 . €
3. : an= - ES? . D.86 - B .
4. - . on ‘ " ES ¥ c
PR 5. . T ES ¢ ] c
3 - 6. 0 - ’ _ Ny -~ H " C -
. 7. o - - £S H B
8.. ) ‘rington - EN 0.50 B -
- 9. S 0.50 ¢ B -
10. ’ s . - HE Y _1.63 c :
11. N hia Y ‘z.so C >
12. latthew - HH 0.20 c r
’ 13. ~ . . NG 1.88% d c )
v 14, bert - BM - H c
15. - dey T ES . 2.88 B
. 16. .eph BM 0.38 c
~ . 17. ° . - BX 0.00 ‘ c
18. A EN *2.50 c
19. . : ES 1.17 ‘B
- 20. " ina NU 2.25 c
21. RU 0.25 c
22. .. liam . £S - 1,63 B n
23, . licholas ES .| B
24, ) 1las ‘ . Es -1.88 - B
- 25. ael QB 0.00 c
26. ’ - ‘ ES H c -
- 27. . I A . BM 1.33 v B
.28. oo EN . H . c
29. oty b i) 1.50 B
_ P )
Y - \
- . “ R .
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e o " Appendix B - Second Semester .Attrition ’
? ., - i ¢ s Y - - ¢

\‘ ) ] - ". ' v
-Class of 1978 freshmen who e]?ttéd not to return to Widener for
a third semedter. R :

1~

ﬁt\ T ey . .
Name ) < Hajor Q.P.A. * Residence C/B
1. SY 2.19 . B. :
- 2 T, = ) , ":ES .. _ 2.56 B
3. Y Tt A% - 2157 B
4. - - e ES - 1.92 . C° o
5. ¢ a HE 2.81- B
.8 h ES . -~ 2,27 © ) C:
*7.-./ I ES - -2.21 B *
- g- . iley BM 2.08 c -
. . Moo 1,87 c
10. , gﬁ W, B .
11, ! ~ BE 3.33. C
T2. - SB 1.81 C
13. , BM 1.25 . B
14. inie SB 2.69 ' B
- 15, - RL - 2.89 " C
16. t . EN *1.81 c
.17, « 1h ES » 1,73 ~ B
_18. ES 2.20 B
> ;g KU 3.06- B
. ©EN 1.60 c
"2 Q8 3.13 c
22. . HE. 2.09 B °
. 23, : . ES 3.38 c '
24, : . BY 2.5 - B
25 iam BA 2.69 B
26 ES - 3.47 B
27 th QB 2.31 g8
28 QB 1.64 ‘ "B :
29 BH 1.21" c
30 na RU 2.20* B .
31 BM 2.88 B
32 —e N 2.14 B
33 o BA 3.33 B
34 Y B -SP 1.81 .~ c
35 1 > EN 1.71 “B
36. Yann . HH 2.94 - B
37 : s EN . 2.80, c
38. ~—~ ES ~ 1.31 B
3’9u Bx 2336 8 [
40 d AX v 3.25 B .-
41, AX 1.64 C
- 42, - NU 1.70 g/ -
43, y '~ HH }1.81 B
44.. - Vs L QB 1.36 ‘B
45. usan AX 1.44 C.
~n 46, HE 1.33 - C -
47. HH 3.07 B .
48 eth ~ES 2.46 C
49, es EN. 2.38 c .
50. SB 3.81 ~ ¢
\ 32! -+ ¥
v - - E—gl- N '
x ¢ ! 67 - A
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LS TYPES OF ATTRITION STUDIES -~ .
- ’ - . v . - .P S . ~
. M = . R - - o B ~ ’
QUESTIONS ASKED - | HOM BANY? . \ gnﬂ .
A & . » . . ~ . .. * »
o METHODOLOGY ) SKAPS}DRT STUD!ES . LMGITAIDJHAL {conont STUDIES BASED On STUDIES BASED'
hae i [ SIHV“: STUDIES !KST!'TUTIG'(AL DATA OX QUESTIOMMAIRES
-~
R D) . 3 =
¢ DESCRIPTION Thess studies observe overall Students ste associsted with Dats sre compiled on stwdests bau‘,:(coqud directly
N extollsent figures such as a8 cohort growp, (ewch se vho pereist.sed other stodents from yoestiomaeires (or .
F. N ‘-buo!nu&au!aa;hu, Prubu»cob'ottof Tell of who drop (or stop) ot from iatervievs) completed by - .
. ‘.,,‘ group st ooe time snd the 2 ‘IX). They are thes Indfivi- such sources a3 sduissioms, persisping aad dropowt (or
e - of those who ars sttesding .dually traced through a registrar, demm's offices aad ]stopout) students to derer
. - {or have gradwated) st soms swccession of terms to deter~ |other offices. Yarious data wine thelir Lwtudout_ct
~ A 4  later time. . uine their status as & func~ Jare thea correlsted with the the institytion and their
. - tica of time. - prrsisteace charactep(FeicH of | relstion to 1t. As strespt
- - . the s in s attempt to |is made to Identify signi-
, o - . . 1dent{ weual or st least ficsat factors affectiox
. , B —~ " - ] correlated relatioaships. sttrition rates., . -
L . - - . - -
b A : . :
- . » - r .
>  ADVAMNTASES ‘ Relstively staple and fpex- .Provides {sformstios not caly |Dets sre relstively my‘-:o Informsticn can be gained .
- * . pensive ("Quick and Dirty”). on dropouts but also on stop- |gstber from existing fostitw- |[concersing stwdeat atti-
"} relfills curredt sdzism .| outs, derstioca of stopout, tionsl tecords. Can be belp- |tudes, their perception ..
. requiremeats for consumer. aod vhest studeats are wost fel {o identifying s lsrger of the iastitetion, their
-~ - information. - IiRely to dropowt or to re- growp of “high risk™ studests |[plans-for the future, their
A turn. These t¥pes of stndfes [who can then be comtacted in reasons for lesving or
« . also provide ‘Information wse- las sttempt to sssess thelr | persisting. Possibly a .
M ful {o earollment projdctions, |needs and to provide possible |persomality profile of
- , v, in such s way that thefr reli- sssistence. persisting studests nay
TN, ability iy 1rdefendent of vari-] . be 1dentified vhich 1s ‘
T sticas ia the class side. 1% + |wmique to fHe fnsitution.
- . - ‘ extesgive dats base inmvolved » -
. N s . . ‘le easily oveable in s vsriety, - e 2 - .
. “of other types of insftutiomal . '
: . stedies. . B
- * 4,‘ . S A T
DISADVANTAGES 1 Doss oot differentiste ba-' ] Requires aa extensive and lzstitotionsl dats are of Daty s difffcult to T,
B . tvsen stopouts sod Jropwtu‘ * ] sccurate dats base vhich must [limited valve in deterniaing gather gad often subjec- -
‘ ; Cives po iaformetiom coocern- | be ogdated esch semestet. It [the cawses of attritiom. tive. Pffects are diffi-
ing pitterns of sttritiom. slso probadly requires pro- Even when significant correl- |cult to sepstate from ome >
» Assume orderly unifors graming support sod computei [atioss are found betwees spther sod seldom reswit .
v progréssion of studeats from fecilitiep 2vailable valy to varisbles, sssigaing cevewal + 118 say cleaxly varraated
. class to clsass. . | 1srgsr tnstitutions. The sesuing c,/be -lclgtdlnz.’ xt'ion whick woyld effect
% “ Ang time fxvestment ¢ 4  °[sttrition. The wssiga-
. . . scbatantisl and should sot o 7 luxitrof cavsal memisg to . -
o M R - . - be nede waless relatively - :?«s ogrraistions betvess
* ] > accurste insftutionsl rec- . »  |sharacteristics asd steri-
Lot . ords ste avallsble.for “« "ltiom van be’.lillun‘ﬂn-
R . building the historicsl dats °, , A 1 . -~
. Y . base. - - .
- ﬁ - . ’
N * - - * - . -~ .
. K : y O ; . - S . o L -y ) .
ey v ' - - -~ . ) , Office of Analytical Studies
. » » t
. . ) 6 9 . ‘\ .o - Boston University .
L] .~ -
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- . o ' LOSGTTUDINAL STUDT DATA BASE .
- ‘ .
. — CORZ TAFORMATION _(FIXED LEWGTH) ]
» v .
1.D. Nomber * -+ —eCy.:u Eatry Codes " Prior School (H.S. or Coll.) Current Active/Insctive Host Recent Marftal St, | °
. Name ‘ ~Yr. & Sem. of Eatry . Kighest Prior Degree Carreat College Kost Recent Resid. Code .
. . ) Sex- <iex. Batry Code ¥ajor Prior to Boston Uaiversity Current Degree - ¥ost Recent Proj. Crad.
- Racisl Origin Yr. of Crad. Class Eatrance Test Type Currest Msior . Com. Units (Credits)
_, of Birth - Original College EZatrance Test Scores Curreat F/P Time I Com. GPI -
- 24p Code Original Degree Prog. # Transf. Unrits Accepted Current Contin. Code Ko. of Sesesters on File
Ioreign Studeat Originsl Major GPT for Transf. Units Current Class ¥o. of Courses on File
g}&:ﬁ Fin. Aid Appl. S. or Undergrad. Rank Current Fin. A1d ASpl. Resson for Términation -
¢ ReHgious Code .S. or Undergrad. GP1 Degree Avarded
. : Date of Degree— ‘
: P - . 5 ?
, SDESTIRS (VARTAELE LEWGTH) ARRAY N
> I 1. & sem. Date con. Reg. Active/Inactive’ Code Class Standing Appl. for Fin. A1d !
o »} 1of st Course ¥/? Time Code (rr., So., ...) Assessed Need
# of Tourses {in Sea. ’ H.jo: Contin. Code Totsl Add ‘
r -~ .. [ “ v A - -
. . _ . . :
- . COURSES (VARTAZLE LENCTH) ARRAY ’
. Yr» & Sem. of Course Course # Catalog Fo. of Course éof Uaité (Credits) College of Cowrse
(Coll.-Dept.~Course) _Grade in Course .
. , . ,
y rd L ad = . P
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to be studied. This becomes the smaller working file, '

- cleaned up where mecessary.

-

Steps In Running a - ' »[
Student €ohort Survival L Study

PRy ' -

Historical Student’Data Base is updated each semester by
merging it with Admigsions and Registration FPiles.

- .,
“ .
»

Extract of Data Elements of Interest is made for the Cohort

4 #

i

Codes é\eléted to the status of the students are checked

.

o
—

Pl .

-

Atttj.tien/?gﬁ'istencé statistics a;:e derived for the entire '

Cohort as well as selected subgroups, such as cohorts in
the various colleges. - ‘

.

,
* o

2
Intrauniversity

Transfer patterns among the colleges are
derivedo . - ‘ ’

-’

[ 4
.

»

Steps 2-5 are r@pedated for al}.: Cohort groups under study

N [Y
-

’ M ! ’ ’

Office of An&l;tical Studies
Boston University °
October 1977 -
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' ORGARIZANTONAL mnsgzcnvzs ON SPACE UTILIZATION
AND INSTITUTIONAL RETRENCEMENT

-
-,

‘Carla Jackson

) Hampshire College

-
*

[

The utilization“of space pronises to become an incre@singly-important .
issue for colleges and univérsities confronted by the;prospect of retrench-
" @ment necessitated by changing demographic and environmental circunstances.
Previously widespread activities directed toward the construction of
additional facilities to accoa:odate expansion of student enrollnents
and academic programs will be supplanted by efforts to balance declining
student nnabers, financial revenues, and personhel resources with the .
eﬂficient uti}ization of 1ni‘itutional facilities. Some attention has
already BEen focused on cost fficient approaches to facilities utiliza-
tion oith decIining resources, particularly terns of debt, energy, and
maintenance expenditures (Brown, 1977; Raiser, 1977) but less consideration
has apparently been accorded to the organizational 1mplicao{ons of space
———utilization for the’ iastltutfon. This paper represents an effort to
.- delineate sdhe of these’ latter organizational issues and to suggest a
' . simple but comprehensive approach to their consideration.
A fundamental organizational 1ssue facing colleges and universities
_ involved %n‘EEErenchaent efforts relates to the messages uhich are carried
® ., by the use, assignment, and condition of space. These messaéea are con- -

»

veyed by.;he configuration of space use to those both withiu and outside

the organization, and they relate to the institution as a social system anﬂ

to a person's poqition within the systen (Steele, 19733 Ashcraft and Scheflen,
. 1976). Such spatial communications provide symbolic information in'terms of

size of space allocation, locatiop of assigument; and condition of surroundings.

L 4
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Host institutions of higher education ha#éiin the past given some
attention to spatial messageg,_bout theaseives, perhaps most notably with
egard to the space allécations_for their admissions offices. Host colleges
universities attempt to make the admissions office an attrective,
acious setting for prospective applicants and theis parents, because this .
£fice is an initial} concrete point’ of contact between them and_}he insti-
tutiod. The impression that potential students take away from this setting
may well color their decision about.applying to or matriculating at a
particular institution. This can be contrasted witﬁ’the spatial situation
7 (’ ' of wost ¥inancial aid offices, which are traditionally assigned to less
desirable ocations and smaller spaces than admissions offices. The finan-
cial’ aid office As generally less visible to outsiders than i5 the admissions
office and is largely involved in serving, rather than recruitinpg, students.
The messages which outsiders take away with them from this office is less
crucial to the institution thah the cowmunicatdon which aai\be received from
the admissions office. ! ~ ) l

_As institutions iecone‘involved in retrgnchment efforts, the messages

. convey¢d by space may become increasingly notent to those both within and
. outside the orgdnization and these communications should accordingly be ¥
‘ given some consid ation by those ipvolved in the assignment of institutional
_ space. The exteri rs of buildings, the condition of landscaping, and the
maintenance of’ interiors are some variables which a college or university
nay considd& in asking itself the following questions,, what messages about
the ingtitution are conveyed by 2 commitment to a certain level of maintenance?
A ;‘\‘\ ’ is this communication congruent with what the institution would like to say
] ¥ = &about itself? when is it imgggtant to devote resources to sustaining an
- ) acceptable level of building maintenance and Hhen is it desirable to 1et
) a building become dilapidated or roons g0 unpainted? are there circunstances
#n vhich a epatial image of decline or decay may be acceptablé? The "answers D
which an institution will develop to these questions will depend upon the
* balancing of finpancjal resourcés and organizational considerations, ‘and they
will undoubtedly alt
Another potentially important message conveyed by space relates to the

o reflect its particular history and ci:eamstances., ,

pse of offices vacated b;xpersonnel reductions. These pffice spaces may
N ~  serve as re-dnders to those within the organization’ that it is operating with

¢ . ”
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and experience of what can and cannot be done with space. An institution's

. exanine the total configu:ation of space on a campus and to determine how its

(be reevaluated. Does each faculty mepber really need a private office? are

-»\ .‘ . . h ,,

- - -

limited resources ard that their positious might be the next to be eliminated..

An institution will again have to ask itself some basic questions' should 4

vacated spacés be left empty? can remdining personnel and units be reas-

signed to or comsolidated in other locations? can vacated spaces be used

for alternative purpdSes by the institution? The answers to such questions

-as these will of course have to be balanced with cost considerations, but

the importance of the spatial messages conveyed by them to those within the

institution is undéniable. . . ) _ . |
A gecond organizational issue.to be confronted in assessing the impact

of retrenchaent upon space utilfzation relates to .the institution 8 vision C e

space utilization practices are largely determined by assumptions about
how space should be used. and by norms about how it has been used. Often

. these are the ptoductr of how the physical resources of a campus have been

developed especially where buildings have been added gradually to the
facilities iniéétory and have been assigned on an ad hoc basis. The

exigencies of’ fnstitutipnal retrenchzment may provide an opportunity-to re-

_use night be improved in financial and organizational terns, regardless of

the'histgrical deterninants of gpace assigmments.

Some of an institution s basic_assumptiong about space assignments may

therelalternative‘arrangements which wouldrprovide faculty with space for -
neeting with students and for stholarly research? would open office land-
scaping be more efficient than private offices for some administratq;e
functions and would this reduce “facilities expenditures in the long run? are
there sufficient shared neeting spaces.to provide for niecessary communi-

cation among facuylty, administration, and students? An institution need .
not be closed into cettain space arrangements simffly because they reflect S.

the way things have always been done; and cost considerations relating to .
retrenchment render some re-examination of space assignments extremely . o

inportant. An exanple of a‘different approach to space utilization can be
drawvn from the eXferience of The Evergreen State College in Washington State,
although it was not necessitated by institutional retrenchment but by
institutional philosophz. Instead of making assignments based upon seniority

or department, faculty members are rotated.among vffices on a-year-by-year

-




basisa The sight of faculty members pushing trolleys with their belongings
o &round campus is a common sight each fall at Evergreen (Ehrmann, 1977). This
’ is not to suggest that other institutions should necessarily follow the
. exanple of Evergreen, but that they should considersalternative types of
. and,posaibilities for space arrangemants. - = . . ,
Hany institutioné have also been the victims of their own labelling .
with ¥regard to room utilization categories. Classifications of space, such
" -as classroon, office, and laboratory, are generally : used not as descriptive ' \
teras but as inflexible imperatives. Admittedly, what can be done with some
types of space is limited by stfﬁctural and cost oconsiderations, but some
facilities are more flexible than oftenrbelieved. It- is important to assess .
..what the organization needs and how it can be accomplished, using space.as
efficiently and-creati;ely as poséiole. For example, a vacant classroom
. can be transformed into a needed advising éenter office by the substitution
of some rea§ily available furniture. This type of analysis involves ignoring
the initial labels of rooms and looking at space in the context of real needs_ _f
and possibilities, “and it provides for flexibility which may be particularly
necessary in & period of retrenchment. °
A third organfzational -4ssue relating to the spatial implications of _.; e
institutional retrenchment is the possibility of fulfilling previously unmet
_space needs. Few institutions of higher education have ever had sufficient . . ,{
) facilities to meet all expressed space needs or to solicit new requests for X
.‘ . h 'assignments' buﬁ the potential availability of space from activities which
s have been ‘reduced or eliminated also presents some possibilities for the ..
t institution.” This may provide .an opportunity to raise some of the funda-

mental issues relating to the goals of the institution &nd how these Ha¥e

§

- V™
been or could be, expressed in spatial terms; it may represent a Juncture at ) L
N 2 which to.ask where the institution has coae from and where it is going and
1 to discuss the implications these issues for facilities utilization.

) ‘' An example of the poss i%ities for fulfilling unmet space needs can -

be drawvm from the experience of Eampshire Cpllege. Prior to the opening ¢
of the'College in 1970, two planning documents were prepared which included

specific recommendations about space relating to tﬂe design assumptions of

- . @ ‘
‘ the College (Barber et al., 1958; Patterson and Longéworth, 1966), Some of
;’ these plans for facilities were actualli implemented, such as the creat?’ <
. ,f of a house system for student‘residences others were attempted but 15&@:
/ . 1 ' :
H Q .‘ N ‘ ‘ _70- Y oy . T e .
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ahandoned, such as the effort-to intersperseﬂfaculﬁy offices by school§ and’
. others have‘not been tried because of space limitations, such as providing

.; ., office.space for uppe: division students.
this last possibility which seem congrnent'ﬁith\the institution's initial

vision of itself hﬂt which have remained untried because 6f the constraints

of facilities availability.

students is one instance where Hampshire'could use facilities which might

It is spatial objectives such as

The provision of space for upper division

"+ be vacated by other functions, particularly if it ptovides a means for
improving the quality of life for students within the cost constraints
imposed by retrfnchment. Most ‘institutions of higher edufiéion probably
have s rly unsatisfied space needs which could be fulfilled by the use

. of vacaﬂed space, if they will examine their particular 1nstitutional history

’ #

. and vision. - -
In addressing the organizational issues relating to the impact of
institutional retrenchment on space utilization, a colfege or university
should attempt to develop a coherent framework for collecting facilities
information, planning space utilizatioa, and delegating responsibility for_'
“space administration: ( ’

L

- Development of a2 Facilities Information System.

attempt to examine the
organizational,issues involved in space utilizagfon with decreasing resources
. tem for the collection, main-
Two

should be predicated upon a comprehensive s
tenance, and retrieval of information abedt institutional facilities.
types of information ahout institutiona{ facilities should be included in a

" space information systesn. . R ‘
. One type of data relates to traditional statistics on square footage

* .and room use, which provide a basis for some internal institutional decision-
making about space and the information—necessary tp complete federally-
manéated,facilities reports (see kood, 1970). Although such infOrmation
can be m4nually maintained, a computerized system provides for flexibility
and retrievaﬁdlity, and some examples of possible computerized reports are
attached. Perhaps most important is a room-by-room inventory ~of institu- ,

tional épace, providing’ipiorma ion about room name, room type, Organi- .

zational onit, number. of stations, and net area (followiﬁg Roﬁney, 1074)

»
Several.types of reports can be readily prepared from this basi¢ data,
p including space utilization by room type and room utilization by program
9 = *
¢ -71-
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“an their‘campuses on a regular basis to look at how space is being used.-

“ classification and by building. In addition, other types of. analy8es can

be prepared as needed, such-as space allocations by administraéive unit,
faculty office,assignments by school or department, and scheduied classroom

_ .+ space utilization (Jackson, 1977a). This type of data defines the spatial
’ parameters within vhich it is necessary to operate and provides a framework‘

for comparative analysis of space allocations within the institution.
> - A second type of iﬂformation about-institutional facilities is con-

cerned with the actual in contrast to the assigned, use of space, and it

is a necessary supplement to the "hard" data in providing a comprehensive

-understanding.of space utilization. One way of collecting such information

48 for administrators imvolved in ﬁaking facilities allocations to get

. -
The floor plans and the room inventpries which an institution maintains are
reflections of -formal understandiggs about space, buk pfteﬂ thqi/;resent an
inaccurate or incomplete picture of actual space use. For example, obser-
vation may reveal a space which has been assigned as a classroom but from
which furniture has disappeared, indicating that it is probably not function—
ing as assigned, or a previously open student lounge area on vhich a lock
has been installed, suggesting the exercise of proprietary rights over the
space by'some group or individual. This is not the type of information
which is readily available except by direct observation. Where the astual = __
utilization of a particular’ space is in question, it may be useful to con-
dugtlan informal survey of room use. This can be accomplished by selecting
a number of random times -at which to observe the use of. the space, probably
several times daily over a’period of a week or two, and hiring a student
worker to go to the room at the selected times to observe what is occurring
'there and how many pergons are involvéd. Another- «informal source of imfor-
mation about space use which can be particu rly valuable is custodial
staff of the institution, because they usually have reliable i ormation
about the. use of space, either by observing it directly in the urse of
their work or indirectly in terms‘of maintenance requirements., Taken

together with more*traditionak-information about the use of sgace, these

.

types of informal data.provide a comprehensi e perspective on the use of
A

institutional facilities. . : -
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Planning for Space Utilization. While it seems apparent that the exigencies

of institution;& retrenchment demand planning with fegard to the cost effec-
tiveness of facilities,utilization, it should be noted that planning is ‘
equally necessary in comnsidering organizational issues relating to space

uge in a period of declining resourées. Planning in this context‘means

the specification of approaches to the attaimment of'desired objectives; it
involves the articdlation of goals and tRe discussion oﬁ'hawc;o achieve them.
The planning process should involve the Fonsideration of what messages about

the institution are conveyed by space, of new and creative ways to use space,-

and of possibilities for fulfilling previously unmet spacc needs. The process

of planning should give direction for the assignment of institutional space,
b?<proéiding and defiaing o?jecéives for gacilities use and bp articulating
the envircnmental and organizational constraints on space allocations (see
Bernis, 1973). : _— o P
A cqllective vision of desired geals for space.utilization seems par-
ticularly important for an institution involved in retrenchment efforts
where there may be considerable potential for change. It seems parti arlx
important to provide for the inclusion of various institutional subunits'in
-the space,planning process, especially where they are directly affected by
modifications in space assigmments, It should ‘be remembered that with space
planning, as with other types of institutional/planning, ".,..if the pro-
_cedure through which a planning system is implemenfed violates the principles
of _participation on which the system is s _based, the’ conseq nce can oy be
rejection and informal resistance among those affetted" fzgchardson et al.,
1977). The planning process should sllow for those concerned to articulate
‘ their interests and to have them considered by the institution.

The timing of space planning.should also be given somé attention. It

' seens essential -to undertake planning efforts in advance of . the anticipated

implementitioa of space changes, but how long in advapce°will depend upon

the particular needs of the institution, the ilability of relewant infor-
4’&

mation; and ths planning norms of the organiz . - Planning should be

‘timed to allow for consultation with affected users of space and for con-

sideratiof of alternative perspectives; it should be conducted without the

appearance of a crisis-like atmosphere, which’ is often associated ajth-in*

creased financial gnd organizational costs. s ¢

—




Responsibility for Space Administrationi Although it is important to
involve potepti \users of facilities in _space planning, it is‘%lso neces*
gary to delegate re ponsibility for the administration of space-to the

incunbents of certain positions within the organization. Delegction of
responsibility provides for the fotential development of efpertise by dome
‘administrators in dealing with spage issues and for the consideration of
space_ requests in the context of overall institutiol!i'space needs. Those
involveéd with space administration should be ahle to weigh some of the
conflicting demands‘for space, provide.concrete informatfon about facili+

-

ties.utilization, minimiae the application of particularistic criteria in
space decisions; and negotiate conflicts about space assignments. There
are a number of organizational models which could fulfill these require-
ments, and an individual institution is probably best suited to Select the
" model which will meet its particular needs while éatisfying these general
conditions However, any organizational model. which is selected should
include at least one senior admtinistrator in the decision-making process,

,.

’7in recognition of the overall importance of space utilization questions and
& *..because unresolved space issues are frequengly appealed upward inp the
__hierarchy. Under these circumstances, some| expgertise in the aiei of space
'utiliZation is essential at the highest leyels of the‘institution as well
as for those invoived with day-to-day spacg administration.

A'final example may serve to emphasize theg, significance of organiza-
tional issues in space .utilization and th¥ need to develop #nstitutional
mechanisms for their considexation. Founded in 1933 as an experimenting
institution 'in North Qarolina, Black Mountain College was initially housed

in summer camp‘facilities leased from a religious organization. Each spring

" . the college ‘was literally packed away to prepare for the summer campers and

2 ‘dach-falk it was reconétructed after their departure. After- several years
in this location, the Col%gge obtained financing to construct its own campus

a short distance away from the original site. However, many of the students.

and faculty found this move to be sqmewhat less than conpletely successful,
The, newﬂfaLilities seemeq' less architecturally unified than the camp,
buildings the Physical setting was closer to distracting influences than

. the old location, the excitement -of reconstructing the campus each fall

-
4 —

-~
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was %?st, and some of the experimenting vision of the institution waa‘ .

"destroyed (Duberman, 1973). Although many institutions will be moving #ﬁ,’
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s INVESTIGATING THE STRUCTURE OF BACULZY WORK WITH CLUSTER ANALYSTS .
- ~ / £ Daniel L. Kegan - o ‘.
’ e - Amherst, MA . "
V4 - - & R '. 5 . - & )
I ¢ K - -t

Resource allocation, and academic planning ‘tend to consider academic
discipline as the basic unit of analysis.‘ Although Hampshire: Cbllege has .
. interdisciplinamSchools rather than fingle-disciplinary departnents, .
- disciplinary considerations still ‘are critically importait, Demands for
" additional facultj in varfous disciplines-exceed the available rescurces for Y .
‘ ,contrac;: renewal and new hiring. With Hampshire 8 interdisciplinaryﬁciwols .
. " and the possibility ‘for cross-disciplinarz faculty interactﬁon, the question
was raised whether School and discipiinary‘ botmdaries actually represented
the structure of ¢ollegiate programs and facuB:y weTk, or vhether another
. unit of analysis would be more appropriate. .

-y, " To’'address this question, a cluster analysis of faculty interact’ion on . o
: studént legrning contracts was conducted. Such 8tudent initiated faculty

approved learnlng contradts (officially terned Divisional Exaninations) are »

- the sole measure of acadenic progress at Hampshire., In effect, each student |

'designs with facultyfadvz.ce his/her owm curricular program. Although courses

Jare offered, théy are ungraded and students ré):eive no credit for courses.

On _upper division contracts (roughly conpar\‘ole to junior and senior years), 1
there must’ be at least twg,ffaculty exaniners.s Students freely choose -rhich B

! . faculty they wish on their contracts§ acnlty may accept or refuse to serve on '

- . a student 8 examination comittee. Thus, faculty participation on learning .. -

. contracts is a quite difect and valid representatip{of the gtructure of the

- . enact_e.d academic prograz:l of the College.

- - . ~ N, F J
fA —8 H . . . P . . o

<

»
%

. < 7 Trina Hosmer and, Bob Gunter of the Hniversity of *}‘.assac;meette Computing
Cepter helped encourage the Hampshire College data tapes into and through the

. » UMass computer; Carla Jackson provided the Cumulatiwe Teaching FTE datz; Rich )
. Alpert initiated this line of-inquiry; and Adele Durhan skillfully assisted .
IR with the preparation of this.report. \ i . .

o Repbrt #R17, presented at the Fourth Annual Heeting of the Yorth, East Associa- .
' ) tion for Institutional Research, "Durhan, FH, 28‘§ctober 1927.




7 . " As of‘12 Harch 1976 the College g8 official computer record listed 1306 J
. completed upper Bivision Examinations. ‘Due to initial computer program . s
‘ limitations,i&nly 98 faculr.y names could be clusteréd. However, these 98 ' J
_names acc0unted for 927 of exam chairpersonships, omitted were faculty with
. . 'short term appointments at the Loll e.. ; A d
- ga computer prgram (HITHWEO) Wag written by the, author - to construct a
98 by 98 mstrix o search the fileof - completed examinations, and to tally .
- _ within the matrix the number. of times each faculty pair served together on -
- an Exaninaticn'ccmmittee: This matrix becane the source data fon:the cluster $
analygis prograg BMDP2M4 (Dixon, 1975). ..
A cluSter analysis can be seen as a statistical procedure for dividing

L

‘s ‘_ .a group of people into successively snaller tlusters, and evetually into
" ipdividuals. (Actually, ‘the statistical proceduré is the opposite. It ) ‘. €
starts with individuals, and amalgamates them into. larger,and larger clusters.
In thinking about the results of cluster analysis, however, I ‘have found it
helpful to think of the total group being ais-amalgamated into smaller

s

clusters ) For a jroup of 49 people, there will be 4§ levels of dis-amalga- . g
cation' the Eirst level will contain one group ‘of .49 peop‘E the second °
o o. level will contain two groups, and the forty-ninth level will contain the
49‘ separate individuals . . . . .
The full cluster qnalysis of 98 faculty is rather complicated An

abridged - cluster nalysis is discussed‘here for ease of-comprehension and 7
presentation. This abridged analysis includes half “the faculty of the full ’
cluster analysis, those having more than 25 exaninations.» - Lo
- A . stuus , g
- ' i

L] o~ ’ -

“u ’ . Descriptive names for ‘the clsstered groups for 1 to 7 levels of ,
e L dis-amalgamation of,the dg%idged cluster analysis are presented in Table JAS
The secpnd level d1s—aaalgamstion indicates that if the Faculty were to >
. '“be divided into’ taro groups on the basis of collaboratien on upper division
. exzainations, then those no\roups would be t.he School of Humanities and . .
. Arts on the one hand and the rest of the facrIty on the other. The next
. dost separate grcup d5- the School ofiﬂatural Sciences.. uatu*al Science

. resists dis-éﬁalgamation for .seven levels, but then divides into two groups.

P : N -

& » ' . . - H
* ,' . - . > ‘\ .
. . . i » ’ .
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(This ghows -in Table ‘2, but not in Table\i .) There appears to be no clear
disciplinary distinction between these two Natural Science groups, the dif-
fétenceappearsto be more one of style. A strong interd:sciplinary cluster

is that of Photography and Anthropology, a combination unexpected by the e
traditional uses of each discipline but unde:standable when considering
Hampshire's photographic perspectives.‘ L@nguage and Communication does not
cluster as a School. Their smaller size contributes to thia, but a stronger

»

factor 18 their clear interdisciplinary collaborggion. . .
« ¢ The aﬁridged cluster analysis iﬁhicates that some of the major group-
% ;~ﬁab ings of fabulty in terms of their actual cqllaboration on upper division
. }', examinations do »follow School and discipliinary lines. This need not ‘be the .
-* - result of a cluster analysis. Faculty could have clustered #n groups defined .
) by their length of time at the College, by teaching style, by political : "
orientation, or by other less easily desgribed characteristics. L ’
. Table 2 presents the complete abridged cluster analysis for 49 faculry:
The format of this cluster analysis is inverted from the "family tree" format
of Table 1. The first torizontal line at the gatton of Table 2 conmects the
two podes of the second level of dis-amalgamgtion. Al the vertical and ) f;
horizontal lines - extehﬂing‘fron the right end of that first line d%fine onle
-, of the two groups of the second level of dis-amalgamation.' Following the ’
lineé from that right end, like a maze to the top of the table, yields faculty
.- zember code numbers and disciplines fron 33-Literature to ZQJA;t, that is the -
Ha:a&ities and Arts cluster. This (vertical) forma; of the cluseer analysls

*  1is a good oné for seeing and defining cluster$ at various levels 6f dis-

amalgamation. . e ;7 . ¥ ] . .
. Table 3 presents the Same abtidged c ter‘anaiysis in a different ) ) 3
) T (horizontal) format. This format is better for seeing the relatiouahip of’
" individuals within clusbers. S

* _The full cluster analysis of 98 faculty found that %ome of the major
g;qnpings of faculty in tetms of their actual’collaboration did “follow School
and disciplinary lines. Some facblty members ard ngt sharply separated from . -‘~
thelt colleagues, but others do form clearly identifiable clusters by diéqi- '
line. Mathematics, physics;” ‘and economics,forn fairly easily defined
discipline groups. 'Other,groups are harder to describe Faculty with few .
|, exams $ay be‘"pulled" along’with sther faculty with pany examd, some faculty
N -uay collabqrate with a‘wlde range of other faculty. botlr make description .

4 of some clusters harder. : .o t
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In addition to ease of description, clusters may be termed' tighter or
broadir. Referring to Table 1, Natural Science may be termed a tight cluster,
whereas the socia] ériences-form much broader clusters. whether a tight C e 3
cluster is desirable is a matterlof criteria and interpretation. A tight
cluster of several faculty probably indicates the.existence of a colleagual
support group._‘RbHever, a faculty member in a tight cluster may, not be 5 T,
engaging in.as much interdisciplinary exemination activity as was hoped in
initial College—policy:(Patterson & Lougsworth 19669 Faculty with high
rates of completed exans per cumulat\va'teaching FTE but ‘without a tight
cluster are”?ntributing to'ard 1nterddsciplinai& work of Students, but are ’
probably also sufferxdg sote straid from lack of colleagual support. -

1Preparation o‘ the 98 by 98 matrix of faculty collaboration tallies.’.‘
permitted additional ana‘yses of faculty work indices Both the number of *
exaas chaired and.the nuaber of committee membersh%gs are highly co:related
with the to;al3humber of exams conpletedfk r=0.89 and 0. 88, However, chalr- ]
personships and aenberships are Qnly.nmoderately correlated with one anothet, . -:
r=0.56, accountzng for a th1rd of the variance. Moreover, the nunber of . -
exans completed is only skightly correlated with the adjusted cumulative
teaching FTE, r'0.34 accountizrg for only a tenth of the variation in total
exaris cpmpleted Clearly, other factors contribute teward faculty 5ervice ‘
of)upper division exams besides length of time at the45011ege or‘ﬁormally

devoted towards teqching. e - ) Lo

.

' .~ - - ° DISCUSSION T

0rgan12at10na1 and policy analyses generally useﬁpre*established'
categories focusing. on 'the formal structure for analysis, Wnile this is
often sufficient, a different picture might emerge with analyses including
informal social, relations or developing ‘empirically’ out of the behavioral .
data of the organization (¢f. Calder, Rowland, & Leblebici 19763 Grose, - ] .

1976; Jones & Young, 1972) *- . -

extent of faculty service beyond the home department. Analysis of student -

Cluster analysis may be used to 1nvestigate the structure of many areas o
of coliege or university life. It reflects the actual, enacted cho1ces of ’
students or facult, rather than the formal structure of.-policy or tradition. ’ :7
Analysis of faculf?'xnteractzon on doctoral dissertations would indicate &he

courses wolsild indicate the curriculum clustéra-actually enacted at the

college. Analysis of faculty interaction may "also be used as a_guide for ,

i .

faoylty.and organization development progranms.
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